O’Hare International Airport Final EIS

Comment Response

1 Senator Fitzgerald and Congressman Hyde requested that the US
Department of Transportation, Inspector General (OIG), investigate
the FAA’s process for reviewing and approving the City of Chicago’s
proposed O’Hare Modernization Program (OMP). FAA awaits the

< Cangress of the Hnited States OIG report which is anticipated to be released in July 2005.
Wasington. BE 20510

M U JLag

Fcbw_\my 11, 2004 '

The Honorsble Kenneth Mead
Inspector General

U.S. Department of

400 Seventh Street, S.W.
‘Washington D.C. 20590

Dear Inspector General Mead :

WﬂwﬂﬁMﬁWMth&ﬁpﬁdu?“’:mhmﬁMumd
approving the City of Chicago's proposed O'Hare Modernization Plan (OMP).

L BACKGROUND:

Chicage is proposing to tear up the runways at O'Hare and to entirely re-build the airport
with a different layout. Chicago clalms that the new airport layout would increase O'Hare's
capacity from 900,000 10 1.6 million operations a year. But Chicago's own studies conclude that
the airport will become grid-locked with far fewer flights, and that delays at the projected OMP
maffic levels will be worse than they are today — more than twice the FAA's acceptable delay
standard. Purther, in order to accommodate the increase in projected aunual passengers from 35
mbmmuumdﬁupwmdnhwmdmbhhmaﬂndwewofm

airport, expand tho interstate highways leading into O'Hare and make sub impro
mthemumwwuﬂmwludhpmndumofcﬁn

According to the City's recently jssued Master Plan, tesring up and xe-buildingthe
ranways alone will cost $6.6 billion. Adding additional terminals, highway and public transit
access, and ongoing capital improvements will bring the total cost of O'Hare expansion 1o at least
$15 billion (pot including likely cost overruns). These costs would make it by far the most
cxpengive aixport development project in aviation histery, To put it into perspective, the OHare
expansion would cost nearly three times as much as the total cost of building the entire new
Denver International Airport (DIA"). And, DIA exceeded its initial cost projections by 180%.

o

The City bas stated that it cannot proceed with the OMP without hundreds of millions of
dollars of federal (AIP) grants. Indeed, the sirlines have required that no bonds be issued until
FAA icgues Letter of Intent commitments of at least $450 million ($150 million for Phase 1 and
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£300 million for Phase 1C), Despits these federal funding prerequisites, Chicago isnow ¢ ; .
requasting that the FAA approve, in isolation, its revised Airport Layont Plen for the 6.6 billion 1n sddition, Mr. De] Balzo identified several fundamental flaws. For example, ons
OMF, which deals only with the configurstion of the new runways. Onoe the City obtains ALP significant failing of the OMP hhtcmmso'snlmﬂwmhﬂﬁlﬂdﬂom .
approval it has stated it will begin acquisition and demolition of the homes and businesses of the © Midway, DuPsage, Palwaukee and scveral other smaller airports and is already the busiest | .
momdingmmmﬁﬂes,mummeFMhumdmmgumim The City . ,iwmmmm.m“mwwmmggnm!mmmmhun_drqﬁﬂwm
.appmﬂyinmbmkmﬁmdiusfurMMmﬁfuz't}wmladﬁdcmdmfme ’ additiona) operations per year. Mlm\mufmi;mdmﬁuﬂmbdﬂlh.omdlmm
transpontation faprovements at a later time. This piecemeal approach is reaily an atteropt 1o l,_.,iuupMmmm.goquumminwlmcmlqumml_
shield the OMP from critical cost-benefit review. The City is attempting to begin destruction and than the City suggests and therefore would not be worth Iﬁlfmﬂ(?'thﬂtﬂl')‘ﬂf d;lﬂu'pd.un 1o air
detholition of the surrounding communities before the FAA evaluates the economic merits of the wavelers. Del Balzo concluded that O*Haxe could achigve an equivalent capacity incresse far
Pojet rmore quickly, with itde or no-disruption to the irport and for ouly a fraction of the cost by
simply adding one additional mnway within the existing airport footprint. (A copy of the Del
Given the magnitude of the stakes at issue, including massive requirements for federal Balzo study ig attached as Exhibit "A".)
funds, the FAA's decision requires more than piecemeal consideation. The FAA must examine . .
ﬂieammmicﬁlﬂﬂwmdmm-bmeﬁudmowbjdhmmtufiummlﬂ?mﬁw. ) mmmmw.mmmmmFMm.nﬂhm}m
) Howe, former Director General of the Airports Council International, jointly issued 3 public
.  THEDEL BALZO REPORT: statement echoing Del Balzo's conclusions, (A copy of their statenent is attached as Exhibit
“B"). ﬂmmwmwmmmnmhnmm
The commimities of Bensenville and Elk Grove Viliage, Iilinois, (the "Villages") adjoin relationship with ither the Villages or the City.
O'Hare Airport to the west. They opposc the OMP and favor, as an alternative, the development
of a supplemental regional xirport to the south as first recommended by the FAA as far back a5
1984, (See, FAA Record of Decision on the 1980's proposed O'Hare expansion: “Development 1II. CONCERNS ABOUT FAA FROCESS.
of another air carrier airport to serve the Chicago Metropolitan Ares will be studjed ac part of 2 ) . ) .
State System Plan to be propared by the Illinois Department of Transportation wnder a series of In light of Del Balzo's, Hinson's and Howe's conolusions that the City's plan is
grants 16 be fimded by the FAA's Airport Improvement Program.”) The initial grant was issued unworkable and that its benefits would not merit its costs or its years of disruption to Chicago
in September 1984, The State has in fact nsed those funds to acquire the land for the aviation, we have several specific concerns M&FMHWMMWSWUW-
development of a south suburban airport near Peotone. &0
: ' : First, by allowing the City to submit an application for approval of revisions to O'Hace's
The Villages have retained 2 highly respected aviation expert, former FAA Acting Ahpouwnmnmtm*)beﬁmitwmpbu&amrmmdmumlmma
Administrator Joscph Del Balzo, as a consultant. After studying the OMP, Mr. Del Balzo made cast-benefits and viability of the City's mega-billion dollar plan, the FAA. appears to bave tumed
the following detepminations: the ordinary process on its head. Under the FAA's own Orders, the ALP is supposed to be the

end result of 3 mational mduﬂwdpwnﬂngmmz.nﬂmebmﬁﬁmitt“,

. The OMP will not achieve claimed benefits; it will actually increase, not decrease which summarizes FAA's planning process requirements,) The FAA has already spent ncacly

delays and congestion. - ' $15 tmillion in AIP funds and authorized over $220 million in PFC funds for master planoing.

» The OMP will not provide adequatc capacity to meet the region's aviation growth The FAA's failute to require the City to complete 2 Master Plan (a process which has only just

needs, primarily due to airspace, not nouway, constraints. begun) before the FAA reviews and jdexs the ALP senes the FAA's own guidelines.

. The OMP will create serious safety risks. '

. The OMP will be far oo costly, will be economically unvisble, will require more smiwmyhmmmdmuﬂwﬁqhmdlhwmdﬂﬂrmhc
AP funds than available, and would be too expensive for airlines in today's low participation, the FAA and the City have kept the critical details of both the AL_P_md Mgm )
cost enviropment. i ) ? Planning processes secret. The FAA has refused to provide & d ties (which will

'be most impacted by the OMP) exitical documents exchanged between FAA and the Clty,
arguing that commumnications between the FAA sod the City of Chicago may somehow be
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withheld as "intra-agency” ications under Exemption 5 of the Freedom of Information
AsL

mmmmrmmmmu*mmm-momummm:mwnhu
pmmlornwiwim-ids,mm-yum;md‘ don of and has refused to -
mmw.mwmmuqunnummmapwmhmm
m.nunmmmupe:ym.wwwowﬁummmwm
miumwmmdﬂiuhuﬁu.ndwhﬂwﬂw:moﬂmmmmmmﬂ!ﬂt
costly, alternatives.

rmmruwi;msmmﬁmmmmwﬁmarm
OMP. GlmmwudmmmWd(ﬂluv.ismWy,hu-ﬂbil\iw
unfunded pension liability, has defaul 'mh:w{ﬂmmiﬁmeﬂmmm
umlnﬂumhlhndmm&nﬂiﬁuﬂo‘m-ndh-wnh;mnmnfmlcmlo
u]d’n1tmufmluo‘mhmmnhﬂﬂnmﬂmmtb.mm
mmgd.wmﬁmﬂMthmhmmm
swlammru'smummwmmnfpmjmu
remnarkable. Oivmﬂ:dﬂnpmjeﬂrhmlnglmnitﬁﬂmmﬁm‘uhmofﬁmeﬁonwy
mmﬁrmummmmwoﬁqmmru%ﬁnmmm
regard is ineredible. i .

Iv. REQUEST TO INVESTIGATE.

In light of the foregoing concems we respectfully request that your office investigato the
following specific issues:

1 %ﬂhwdmmaummmmﬁwmaumﬁmw
partics to a fuir, open and 7 dministrati - in which to meaningfully
participate, including an objective and i Acpendent deci King p . and access
m.n 1 -y < A, estudies f m 2 bl [s

mrmmhdv-rwmbw-mmmmmm?

w2 Whether FAA should evaluats the finsncial viability of the proposed expansion,
immmumﬁmmwmmmwummwuss.ymsm)),
b:ﬁnvd:bg-nﬂmonmmm[mhmdhﬁmh?&&iﬂmnoﬁcewm
hundreds of millions of dollars of federal AIP finding is gred as isite 1o
procesding with the OMP?

q P 9

- 3 Mwﬁemkmutwsmn‘mdmrlmmbiumn. .
including whether FAA should require completion of the Master Planning process before
it considers the City's ALP application a3 required by 49 U.5.C. §§47010 (g), 47 103,

Thm Wbl Bannath Mead

The Honorable Kenneth Mead
February 11, 2004
Page § of 5

47106, FAA Order 5100.388, and FAA Advisory Circulars AC No. 150/5070-6A,AC
No. 150/5050-3B, and AC No. 150/5070-67

4. mmmmmmswnm-rwo'ﬂmismmw
theref hether the lirited capacity expansi hievable al O'Hare due to sirspace
-wwmh%amﬂmdmﬂm—mwm?

5. Whether the proposed OMP conforms to the FAA'S 1984 Record of Decision on
O'Hare, which stated that expansion of O"Hure beyond its then existing runway
mﬁmnﬁmwwldhuw-ﬂmmFMﬁnMsmSymHmMSmpm

luded that O'Hare's Y should oot be expanded and instesd pew capacity should
be constructsd at a new south suburban sirport? -

Thaok you for your prompt attention to this matter.

W ; Sincerely,

1 i, z%&
United Stales Semator, United Represeatative

linois Sixth District of Olinois

PGE/HIH/dg

Enclosures
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050222_154 1 The FAA appreciates the Senator’s comments and looks forward to
: working with him in the future.
Hltm&z'.’la‘[sll.l RBIN = %mgﬁ%‘fdw"u g

TTY (202) 2248180

COMMITTEE OM APPROFRIATIONS

it i 220 SOUTH CEARRORN, JTH FLOOR 2 The FAA notes the Senator’s comments. FAA has identified
CHICAGO, & 00504
e qanltm %tﬂtfﬁ %mﬂtf ,,m'::mmm Alternative C (OMP) as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS.
coumTEE on auLES Washington, DE 205101504 e
o 701 NORTH COURT STREET
A e CRATIC i g 3 The FAA notes the Senator’s comments.
February 22, 2005 ani—-
The Honoesble Marion Blakey In accordance with the NEPA process, the FAA makes its decision in a
Administrator Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD may not be issued until a
gxﬁi“‘xggﬂfmﬁ:ﬁs"&’ minimum of 30 days following the issuance of the Final EIS. FAA will
Washin;ﬁ:n, DC20s90 ensure that its decision-maker is fully apprised of all comments

pertaining to both the Draft and Final EIS’s. All issues will be taken

into account prior to the issuance of a ROD. Although the FAA has
Thank you for the apportunity to comment on the Federal Aviation Administration's (FAA) released a schedule indicating a ROD will be issued in September 2005,
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the O'Hare Modernization Program (OMP). I want to . . . , . )
commend you and your staff for meeting the Agency’s timeline for release of this important — the FAA will not issue a ROD until the Agency’s decision-maker is
document. 1look forward to working with you as the modemization of Chicago’s O'Hare ! satisfied that all comments submitted as a result of the Draft and Final

Intemational Airport moves forward. EIS or during public review have been thoroughly evaluated and
You and I have had numerous opportunities 6 discuss the vital role that OHare plays in our satisfactorily addressed.

national aviation system. Inmy opinion, the OMP proposed by the City of Chicago is the best

solution for addressing the issues of delay reduction and capacity enhancement at this key link in

our national network. [ support this plan as the best way to allow the airport to operate more 4

efficiently and safely -- a goal that is not only important to the Chicago region but is also in the 1

national interest.

Dear Administrator Blakey:

The Senator’s comments are acknowledged. The FAA will keep the
Senator’s office apprised as the NEPA process is completed.

The OMP would update the Airport's intersecting airfield into a more modem parallel
configuration. The benefits of this restructuring would affect travelers, airlines, and airports all
across the country. In order to realize these benefits, it is critical to have the runways in Phase One
come on-line as soon as possible. To that end, and as we have discussed, the City of Chicago needs
to be able to break ground on this project as soon as possible to take full advantage of the 2005
construction season,

[

As the FAA moves forward on this critical aviation infrastructure project, please keep the I
above mentioned information in mind.

Thank you for your continued leadership on this important project.

Sincerely, ; .

Richard J. Durbin
United States Senator

Ce: Mike MacMullen, FAA Hearing Manager
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F FAA-050225.001 1 The FAA appreciates the Congresswoman’s comments.
*-I:E-‘zi-ﬂj WE:I.:IIT:- From= T-gpd P :
i""“""“""“‘“ 1 Gl e Qe Burcsia 2 The FAA notes the Congresswoman’s comments. FAA has identified
050223_137 Congregs of the Wnited States Alternative C (OMP) as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS.
Thouse of Repregentatibes

Whlasington, BE 20515-1308 3 The FAA notes the Congresswoman’s comments.

Febmary 23, 200 . . .
i 5 In accordance with the NEPA process, the FAA makes its decision in a

Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD may not be issued until a

The Honorable Mari ake:
M:nin‘:nmmr arion Blakey : minimum of 30 days following the issuance of the Final EIS. FAA will
Federal Aviation Administration ensure that its decision-maker is fully apprised of all comments

800 Independence Avenue, Southwest

Washington, District of Colupbia 20590 pertaining to both the Draft and Final EIS’s. All issues will be taken

into account prior to the issuance of a ROD. Although the FAA has

Dear Administrator Blakey: released a schedule indicating a ROD will be issued in September 2005,

As the Representative of Illinois’ 8" Congressional Diswicr, 1 appreciate ti-s op crtunity 1o the FAA will not issue a ROD until the Agency’s decision-maker is

;mt?;ﬂ;;:)ﬂ'}?; -'mﬁ;:’: mmpfhnn'igﬁ) lihaf: at‘st::rhnnn- ﬂ; TJHPI:E; ] satisfied that all comments submitted as a result of the Draft and Final
gram L LW H

for your hard work in meeting the Agency's imeline for :clcasf‘of &:: mu; ;nrta ?:nagxm’;f o 1 EIS or during public review have been thoroughly evaluated and

O'Hare International Airport plays a vital role in our national aviation sysl m. strongly believe satistactorily addressed.
that the City of Chicago's plan 1o revitalize O'Hare is the best solution to : ddre sing the =irport's
issnes _or delay reduction and capacity enhancement, The plan will allow | wore ffisient and safe
g'rfm of O’Hare—an important goal for the people of my district, the 1 thic: roland aren and

4 The Congresswoman’s comments are acknowledged. The FAA will
keep the Congresswoman'’s office apprised as the NEPA process is
completed.

medemn paralle] configutation. Onea the program is underway and ultimal sly ¢ rmoplere, the
result will be 4 more reliable, dependable experience for passengers, airdin. .synr . girports
throughout the country. To begin to realize these benefis, it js critical thz. the roject move
forward as soon &s possible. To that end, Lencourage the FAA to work wi hth Gty of Chicago

10 enable them to break ground on Phase I of the project ic . il
the 2005 construction season, IRPARFIET M il

‘Thank you for your continued leadership on this important project, and Il ok f rwird o

As you know, the Ciry’s plan proposes to realign the-airport’s intersecting : irfit d into u more ‘
working with you in the furure. I

Sincerely,
Peliosnd Bomr’

Melissa Bean

Member of Congress

Ce: Mike MacMullen, FAA Hearing Mauzger

PRINTESD G RS PP
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AARACK OBAMA
ALINOE

Nnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20570

February 23, 2005

The Honorable Marion Blakey
Administrator

Federal Aviation Administration
800 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20590

Dear Administrator Blakey:

Igaank you for thg opportunity to comment on the Federal Aviation Administration's
(FAA) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the O'Hare Modernization
lf‘mglzam (OMP). I want to commend you and your staff for meeting the Agency's
timeline for release of this important document, ’

As you know, O'Hare International Airport plays a vital role in our nationa] aviation
system. [ believe strongly that the City of Chicago’s proposal is the solution 10

this plan as the best way to allow the airport to operate more efficiently and safely -- a

FAA-050301-003

COMMTIEES:
ENVIRONMENT AND
PUBLIC WORKS
FOREIGN AELATIONS

VETERANS' ARFAIRS

goal that is not enly important to the people of the Chicago and Ilinois, but is also key to

having an efficient national aviation system.

The OMP will update the Airport's intersecting airfield into a more modem parallel

configuration. The benefits of this restructuring will affect travelers, airlines and airports

all arounq the country. To begin to realize these benefits, it is critical to have the
runways in phase one come on-line as soon as possible. To that end, 1 encourage the

FAA to work with the City of Chicago to enable them 10 break ground on this project as

soon as possible in an effort to utilize as much of this year's construction season,

Thank you for your continued leadership on this important project, and I look forward to

working with you toward its completion,

Sincerely,

ack Obama
United States Senate

Ce: Mike MacMullen, FAA Hearing Manager

addressing the issues of delay reduction and capacity enhancement at O'Hare. 1endorse |
2

'3I

Comment

Response

1

The FAA appreciates the Senator’s comments. The FAA is working
diligently toward a decision by September 2005.

The FAA notes the Senator’s comments. FAA has identified
Alternative C (OMP) as the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS.

The FAA notes the Senator’s comments.

In accordance with the NEPA process, the FAA makes its decision in a
Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD may not be issued until a
minimum of 30 days following the issuance of the Final EIS. FAA will
ensure that its decision-maker is fully apprised of all comments
pertaining to both the Draft and Final EIS’s. All issues will be taken
into account prior to the issuance of a ROD. Although the FAA has
released a schedule indicating a ROD will be issued in September 2005,
the FAA will not issue a ROD until the Agency’s decision-maker is
satisfied that all comments submitted as a result of the Draft and Final
EIS or during public review have been thoroughly evaluated and
satisfactorily addressed.

The Senator’s comments are acknowledged. The FAA will keep the
Senator’s office apprised as the NEPA process is completed.

Response to Comments U.2-6
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050225 09 1 The FAA notes and appreciates the Army Corps’ acting as a
. E DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY cooperating agency on the EIS and their concurrence on the
TG R DICTHICT, OORES OF ENEREERD r alternatives stating that there “are no less damaging alternatives to

111 NORTH CANAL STREET tH 2¢
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60B0E-7208 .

construct the project...”.

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

2 The FAA appreciates the Army Corps’ efforts on this project and

Technical Services Division FEB 25 2005 acknowledges the Corps’ significant interaction and coordination with

55323‘}‘5’5% Sapch the other agencies of the Mitigation Review Team (MRT). The MRT is
) comprised of the Army Corps, USEPA, USFWS, and IEPA.

SUBJECT: Proposal to Discharge Malerials into 153 Acres of Wetlands and Waters of
the United States for Development of O'Hare Modernization Program Located at O'Hare
International Airport in Chicago, Cook and DuPage Counties, Illinois

Michael MacMullen

Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration
Chicago Airport's Division Office

2300 East Devon Avenue

Des Plaines, Illinois 60018

Dear Mr MacMullen:

This letter is to provide comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the above-referenced project. As a cooperating agency in the review of the DEIS for
the project, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has agreed to adopt and
incorporate the final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) into our decision making
process with respect to key issues such as the 404(b)(1) Guidelines, public interest
factors, site constraints, etc. This office concurs that there are no less damaging ~
alternatives to construct the project, and that the proposed alternative site configurations 1
will directly impact a majority of the on-site waterways and wetlands.

In addition, this office will also work in cooperation with other permitting agencics
such as the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA), the Tllinois Department of
Natural Resources, and the fllinois Hisioric Preservation Agency (IHPA) in the review ot
the DEIS. This coordination will facilitate early consideration of key issues and an
understanding of the proposed actions and associated environmental impacts.

(5]
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If you have any questions, please contact Kathy Chernich of the Regulatory Branch,
telephone number (312) 846-5531.

Leesa A. Beal
Chief, East Section
Regulatory Branch

Copies Furnished:

O’'Hare Modernization Program, Executive Director (R. Andolino)
lllinois Environmental Protection Agency (Yurdin)

Illinois Department of Natural Resources (Schanzle)

Illinois Historic Preservation Agency (Haacker)

Response to Comments U.2-8 July 2005
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e 1 This letter is included for information purposes only. The FAA notes
L = that this letter was received by the United States Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) in response to the application for the Section 404

United States Department of the Interior permit by the City of Chicago.

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Chicago Ecological Services Field Office
1250 South Grove Avenue, Suite 103
Barrington, Illinois 60010
Phone: (847) 381-2253  Fax: (847) 381-2285

IN REPLY REFER TO:
FWS/AES-CIFO/5-0828

March 28, 2005

Col. Gary E. Johnston

District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Chicago District

111 N. Canal Street, 6" floor
Chicago, Illinois 60606-7206

Attention: Kathy Chernich
CELRC-TS5-R

Dear Colonel Johnston:

This responds to your Public Notice (PN) and Supplemental Public Notice (SPN) seeking
comments on application #200301000 submitted by the City of Chicago, Department of
Aviation. The applicant seeks authorization for the development of the O'Hare Modernization
Program. The proposed activities are located at O"Hare International Airport, Cook and DuPage
Counties, Illinois (Sections 4,5,6,7,8,9,16,17, and 18, T41N, R10E).

According to the information provided to our office, the applicant would impact 153 acres of
wetland and waters of the U.S. for the development of the O’Hare Modernization Program. The
applicant proposes to provide compensatory mitigation for the impacts by providing 414 acres of
mitigation credit at various sites, preferably in the Des Plaines River Watershed.

We have provided comments to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) for the O'Hare
Modernization Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Those comments referred to the
overall mitigation for the O'Hare Modernization Program. These comments will focus on the
selection of mitigation sites for the proposed impacts at O'Hare.

We have reviewed the information included in your PN and SPN. Several mitigation proposals
have been submitted by the City and we have reviewed these proposals as part of the Mitigation
Review Team (MRT). Of the proposals submitted, the MRT selected six potential sites from a
list of 12 mitigation sites (on a preliminary basis only) for further review, The mitigation sites
chosen were: Neal Marsh, Stockbridge, Heron Creek, Buffalo Creek, Manhattan Creek, and Lily

Response to Comments u.2-9 July 2005
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Cache Wetland Bank. Mitigation for wetland impacts in DuPage County is proposed to occur at
the West Branch site located in the DuPage Watershed.

After a recent field tour on March 14, 2003, the number of potential sites was narrowed to three
(MNeal Marsh, Heron Creek, and Lily Cache Wetland Bank). Stockbridge was deemed unsuitable
because the MRT concluded that the riparian corridor restoration was not needed (as the corridor
was in fairly good condition for an urban stream). Furthermore, the MRT felt that the proposed
restoration, enhancement, and stream work would not offset wetland impacts at O'Hare. Buffalo
Creek was eliminated because it is part of the pilot studies for the Upper Des Plaines Phase 11
project. Manhattan Creek was deemed unsuitable because the applicant removed it from the
proposal list.

Issues with the Lily Cache Wetland Bank being used as a mitigation site have been resolved and
the bank restoration would result in approximately 62 acres of mitigation credit. Neal Marsh has
promising restoration potential, however, issues regarding the use of a sheet pile dam (as noted
in the proposal), the filling of an existing pond, and the feasible amount of credits which can be
generated from the site still need to be resolved. The Heron Creek site also looks promising;
however, issues involving the amount of credit sought for upland buffer and the feasible amount
of credits which can be generated from the site still need to be resolved. Mitigation at Neal
Marsh and the Heron Creek site would result in approximately 85 acres of mitigation credit (40
acres and 45 acres, respectively) based on the minimum amount of credits proposed. Therefore,
the City of Chicago currently has a total of 147 acres of credits (assuming that all issues are
resolved and the amount of credits which can be generated from the site are accurate).

As noted in our comments on the DEIS, we recommend that the palustrine forested wetlands
(PFO) onsite be properly identified (as they were in the original determination performed by
Harza Environmental Services in 2000) and that these wetlands be mitigated at higher
mitigation ratios (e.g., 3.0:1.0). With the proper identification of the PFO wetlands onsite, the
amount of credits required for the PFO wetlands (in Cook County) would result in up to 21.5
additional credits. This would increase the required number of mitigation credits for Cook
County from 283 credits to 304.5 credits. Therefore, the City of Chicago would need 157.5
additional credits for mitigation. We had also recommended to FAA that the isolated wetlands in
Cook County be mitigated at a 1.5:1 ratio. This would increase the recommended number of
mitigation credits for Cook County up to an additional 20 credits, and increase the total to 177.5
additional credits.

Proposals for all the sites (not including the West Branch site) were preliminary and lacked the
necessary information to make final determinations on their mitigation potential. We therefore
recommend that all pertinent site information such as site concepts, wetland delineations, areas
proposed to be created, restored, and/or enhanced, proposed mitigation ratios, etc. be provided
for the remaining sites and other supplemental mitigation sites that are provided for review by

the MRT.

Currently, we believe the City of Chicago is substantially short of the amount of mitigation
necessary to offset impacts in Cook County. The Service is willing to work with the City of
Chicago, FAA, the Corps of Engineers and others to develop a strategy for identifying additional

mitigation sites that would fully compensate for impacts.

Based on the information provided in your submittal and a review of our records, we concur that
the project is not likely to adversely affect any federally threatened or endangered species or
adversely modify critical habitat of such species. This precludes the need for further
consultation in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended.
Should project modifications or new information indicate that endangered or threatened species
may be affected, consultation with the Service should be initiated.

This letter provides comment under the authority of, and in accordance with, the provisions of
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat, 401, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) and
the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (87 Stat. 884. as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et
seq.).

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Shawn Cirton at 847/381-2253, ext. 236.

Sincerely,

%Lms_ﬁ.am

John D. Rogner
Field Supervisor

cc: IDNR, Schanzle
USEPA, Elston
IEPA, Grady
FAA, MacMullen
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Vﬁ REGIONS
F 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
CHICAGO, 1L 60604-3590
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REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF
APR 0 6 200 gl
M, Philip Smithmeyer

Chicago Airports District Office Manager

Federal Aviation Administration, Chicago Airports Distriet Office

2300 Bast Devon Avenue

Des Plaines, Ulinois 60018

Re:  Comments on the O'Hare Airport Modernization Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), Cook and DuPage Counties, llinois, EIS No. 050018

Dear Mr. Smithmeyer:

Tn accordance with ouf tesponsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the Uniled States Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) Region $ has reviewed the O'Hare Airport Modemization Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DETS). The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) evaluated several
(O’Hare build alternatives in detail in the DELS but has not identified a preferred alternative.

EPA began working with FAA on O'Hare airport issues prior to July 2002, when FAA
published 2 notice of intent to issue an environmental impact statement and a scoping notice.
O’ Hare’s location in the Midwest, its role as a dual-hub airport with a bigh percentage of
connceting passengers, and its large role providing service to the U.S.'s third largest
metropolitan area magoify the impact of the delay problems that the airport experiences.
Delays at O'Hare often have a ripple cffect across the National Airspace System, especially
in poor weather conditions. The proposed project is intended to (1) address the projected
needs of the Chicago region by reducing delays at O"Harc, thereby enhancing the capacity of
the National Airspace System, and (2) ensurc that cxisting and futore terminal facilities and
supparting infrastructure can officiently accommodate airport users: We believe the FAA and
the sponsor have made a credible case for the need for action to alleviate the problems at
O’Hare.

We have had di with FAA regarding FAA's approach to the alternatives analysis,
including how the usc of other airports would be evaluated. We agres with EAA’s approach
and decision for retaining the three O'Hare build altcmatives—Altemative C (the City of
Chicago’s proposed alternative), Alternative D, and Altemative G—for detailed cvaluation.
Additionally, the EPA has worked with FAA on scoping the needed impact analyses for
evaluating air and water quality and, to a limited extent, noise.
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Comment

Response

1

The FAA has identified Alternative C as the preferred alternative in
this Final EIS within Section 3.7 of the FEIS.

FAA appreciates the comment and USEPA’s efforts on the EIS to date.
FAA notes the USEPA’s comments stating, “[d]elays at O’'Hare often
have a ripple effect across the National Airspace System, especially in
poor weather conditions,” and “the FAA and the sponsor have made a
credible case for the need for action to alleviate the problems at
O’'Hare.”

The FAA notes and appreciates USEPA’s agreement with the “FAA’s
approach and decision for retaining the three O’Hare build
alternatives...for detailed evaluation.”

The FAA appreciates USEPA’s input on the air quality, water quality
and noise exposure analysis. In addition, the FAA would like to note
that USEPA participated in the wetlands process through the
Mitigation Review Team.

Response to

Comments U.2-11

July 2005



O’Hare International Airport

Final EIS

04/06/2005 15:37 FAX 847 204 TO46

LiT-E%d

CHI-ADO @oo4

Our environmental concems have been summarized in two general categoties: impact
analysis and Our detailed comments are enclosed.

Ty
The DEIS umludus substantial analysis of environmental impacts associated with O"Hare
modemization altematives, acknowledging impacm that the build alternatives will have in the
areas of air quality, water quality, wetlands, noise, and environmental justice. We commend
FAA for this analysis, and we recommend that FAA undertake selected additional analyses to
fully disclose i Wer end that {he FEIS include:

« A Gmcral Conformity Analysis.

+ A fine particulate matter (PM2.5) analysis.

« An cxpanded envirenmental justice analysis including other impact categories, such

as air quality.

We recommend that the FEIS evaluate mitigation options in more detail. The DEIS disclosed
some mitigation options that may be idered, but did not eval them for their effect on
reducing O’ Hare’s environmental footprint. The DEITS lacks specific mitigation commitments
to address significant environmental issues. We recommend the development and
implementation of a comprehensive mitigation plan. The FEIS should include the following
mitigation measures that would reduce the environmental kmpact of the baild alternatives:
e Specific air mitigation measures, including a com ive diescl emissi
reduction program and measurcs to address hazardous air pollutants (FLAP) emissions
from aircraft taxiing and idling,
» The use of higher mitigation ratios to offset impacts to wooded wetlands.
» A detailed evaluation of specific noise mitigation measures and a timeline for
implementation of those measures.

We note that the City of Chicago has developed several key de ents to guide the O’Hare
Modemization Program (OMP) work, mcludmg the Sustainable Design Manual and dralts of
a Green Airport Initiatives Environmental Best Management Practices (BMP) Manual, We
commend the City of Chicago for undertaking this effort. We strongly recommend that the
FAA work with the City of Chicago to minimize impacts from meprovosed project should
one of the build altematives move forward, We also ts to
implement specific green design, construction, and operation practu;e:a ba included, in the
FEIS. We offer our assistance to work with you to help you achieve your poals.

4
O’ Hare has the opportunity to be a leader in green airport design, construction, operation,
and maintenance, We recommend that the City of Chicago consider implementation of an
Environmental Mznagement Systcm (EMS). We believe the elements of an EMS, such as
planning, goal-setting, program implementing, measuring progress, and corrective acfion,
would set the stage for O"Hare becomm; a model gmcn mrpom An EMS would al$o provide
a mechanism to track long-terro mitigati iated with t}ns pmju:t. We believe
that this approach is consistent with the City's env iental philosophy and pr in
promofing green iitiatives.
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Comment

Response

4

The Draft General Conformity Determination was published on May
18, 2005. The Final General Conformity Determination is provided in
the Final EIS (see Appendix J).

FAA has included an emissions inventory and dispersion modeling for
PM 2.5 in the Final EIS, see Section 5.6.

With respect to the USEPA request regarding environmental justice
analysis, please refer to the FAA responses to comments 44-48 of this
letter.

The project Sponsor (the City of Chicago) has committed to emission
reduction measures including measures that would reduce emissions
from off-road diesel construction equipment and hazardous air
pollutants. The level of reduction from the measures has been
quantified and is presented in Section 5.6 of the Final EIS. No new
specific project-related measures have been proposed to reduce
aircraft-related emissions during the taxi or idle operational modes.
However, there is an existing Airline Transport Association (ATA)
policy to reduce idling time to the best of airlines’ capabilities. In
addition, a City’s Sustainable Design Manual has been adopted, and it
is referenced in Section 5.6.5.

Notably, the National Aeronautic and Space Administration (NASA)
and various aircraft engine manufacturers are working together to
produce more efficient engines which should reduce overall aircraft-
related emissions in the future throughout the U.S.

At FAA’s urging, the City has agreed to monitor green airport design,
construction, operation, and maintenance activities. The FAA will
oversee the City’s progress with regard to these efforts and tracking the
implementation long-term mitigation measures. While this is not a
formal EMS, it would provide essentially the same purpose, albeit in a
less formal manner. Formal mitigation committments on this and
other matters will be finalized in the anticipated Record of Decision.

Response to Comments

U.2-12
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6 Comment noted. The EC-2 rating is not an adverse rating within
USEPA’s definition of that term and is a very good rating for a project
of this complexity and magnitude. Itis FAA’s understanding that the
principle reason for USEPA’s environmental concerns relates to that
agency’s request for more specificity in the definition of project-related
mitigation. As requested by USEPA, mitigation and emission
reduction measures are described in greater detail in the Final EIS. The

04/06/2005 15:37 FAX 84T 284 7046 CHI=-ADO Eoos
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Based an our review of the information provided in the DE;S and the comments we _
provided on air quality, wetlands, water quality, noise, environmental justice, and alicrnatives

ted the DEIS 1s EC-2. The “EC” means that we have environmental FAA will continue to work closely with the USEPA through the Record
i -2, The \ ;

E::ﬁﬁﬂfg;:fm mmp“”?a"ﬁ""’ and the “2” indicates that additional : of Decision so that all of the USEPA’s comments are fully addressed.
information needs to be provided in the Final Envi ! 1 Impact St ! (FEIS)_to

alleviate these envi 1 Our rating applics to cach of the build alternatives e :

presented in the DEIS. We have enclosed a summary of EPA’s rating system undcr NEPA. 7 Comment noted. The FAA appreciates USEPA’s comments.

Thank for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for this project. We; are cam_"ﬁdemt

that byy:::‘:\linuing otzpwork c{gsery and collaboratively with FAA and the City of Chicago,

our concems will be addressed and reflected in the forthcoming FEIS and Record of

Decision. We are willing to meet and discuss our concerns with you. if you have any

questions, please contact me. The staff person assigned to this project is Sherry Kamke; she

can be reached at (312) 353-5794 or via email at kamke.sherry@epa.gov. D

Very truly yours,

Bharat Mathur
Acting Regional Administrator
Enclosures (2)

1) EPA’s Detailed Comments on the DEIS )
2) EPA’s Summary of NEPA Rating Definitions and Followup Actions

[N apnl A2 JbRIN| PLES £58 2T S NOIBSM B3 SN:W0ed p2:ST SPE-SB-adt

Response to Comments U.2-13 July 2005



O’Hare International Airport

Final EIS

04/06/2005 15:38 FAX 847 294 7046

CHI-ADO @oos

Comments on the O’Hare Mod ion Draft Eavi tal Impact Statement
(DEIS) Cook and DuPage Counties, Illinois

Air Quality provided in Appendix J of the Final EIS. To be conservative, receptors
Criteria Pollutants were placed at the airport property line at approximate intervals of 10

We note that FAA intends to address the G v :
document rather than in the DEIS and that FAA oxpects the General Confo;_-m.t
documentation to be completed in Spring 2005. We look forward to reviewing the General
Conformity documentation when it is preparcd. Please note that the General Ctmfcn:r.'t:d.l:;pF

* documentation requires 2 public comment review period and that the General Conformity
defermimnation must be « leted prior to a Record of D being issued.

1 Conformity requirements in a t

Meteorological Data and Modeling L
In Appendix J, the DEIS states that one year of metcarological data was initially s_clacmd
1 her conditions. (The EPA's Guideline of Air Quality

because it represented worst
Models states that five years ofmeteorological data shonld be used to ensure that the
variability in weather conditions is adequately captured.) It is EPA's understanding that the,
year 1990 was selected afler a screening analysis indicated that it would produce the highest

deled predict g the five years of data examined. Also, the report siates that if the
results of the modeling were within 10% of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards

deling would be conducted with the additional four years of data to cnsure

that the highest cor ions were predicted. The results of this additional modeling, as
well as the results of the screening analysis, could not be found in the DEIS. The results of
the screening analysis and the results from the remaining four years of meteorological data
need 1o be reviewed to determine if alternative variability has been adequately considéred.
We are unable to verify that the year chosen the worst case for all altematives. The
resalts from the screening analysis should be included in the FEIS.

Appendix J in the DEIS states that the receptor grid resolution is roughly 1000 feet around
the perimeter of the property and (hat additional receptors were placed within the property as
well as in areas of maximum predicted concentrations. It is not clear where the additional,

" diserete receptors were placed to ensure reasonable characterization of the peak
concentrations. Standard practice with regulatory modeling is to use 100 meters or less
spacing at the fence line, Modeling should be run using 100-meter receptor spacing, and
modeling results should be included in the FEIS.

Carbon Monoxide

As noted in Table 5.6-23, the maximum carbon monoxide (CO) concentration for Alternative
A (No Action) is 9.0 parts per million (ppm) at the interscction of Mannheim Road and
Lawrcnee Avenue, The CO NAAQS eight-hour standard is 9 ppm. All of the Build
Alternatives (Alternatives C, D, and G) include a project that would add an. exclasive
southbound left turn lanc at this location, bringing the 8-hour concentration down to 7.1 ppm.
Although the DEIS indicates that the predicted ei concentralions of carbon

P

monoxide are not predicted to exceed the NAAQS, the levels could be close cnough'to cause

Comment

Response

8

The Draft General Conformity Determination was published on May 18,
2005. The public comment period began on May 18, 2005 and ended on
June 20, 2005. The Final General Conformity Determination is provided
in the Final EIS (see Appendix J.3). USEPA provided comments on the
Draft General Conformity Determination, and these comments have
been addressed in the Final General Conformity Determination.

.

The results of the screening test to determine which, of the five years of
data evaluated, resulted in the greatest concentrations of pollutants is

degrees (see Exhibit J.2-3 of the Final EIS). Notably, some receptors
were not placed at exact 10 degree intervals because, based on the
location of certain sources (such as runway ends), the relocation of these
receptors provided even more conservative results. The placement of
the discrete receptors on the airport property (terminal curbsides and
shuttle bus curbside) was agreed to by USEPA in the FAA’s air quality
protocol, and the placement is illustrated on Exhibit J.2-3 of the Final
EIS.
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Comment | Response
10 FAA has identified Alternative C (OMP) as the preferred alternative in
04/06/2005 15:38 FAX 847 204 7048 . CHI-ADO Roo7 the Final EIS. This comment is noted.
11 FAA’s air quality analyses were performed in accordance with
established and industry-accepted practices, and all requirements of
NEPA have been satisfactorily addressed in FAA’s analysis. The Draft

s JJation of the CO { under the No Action alternative. FAA should address : EIS included an emissions inventory and dispersion modeling for
I that will be idered to avoid a potential violation of the CO standard if the No m PMuo. The Draft EIS also included construction-related data for PMzs,
Action slerosive were scleoted. which is a subset of PMi. In May 2005, FAA established a
Particulate Matter- 2.5 mt'cu{'oﬂs 0-":-;: (Plﬁg:::“ orae devignated s nonatteinme S e methodology for estimating aircraft PM2s emissions. FAA has
ggéa;ulgg:qug‘smfl;:@:E;nmwm i;’:;ﬂ’ecﬁve on April 5, 2005, The State of Tltinois is included an emissions inventory and dispersion modeling for PM2s in
Tequired to develop a plan to address the PM2.5 NAAQS by April 2008, Throughout C‘?dspm the Final EIS. See Section 5.6 in the Final EIS.
5.6 of the DEIS, ll tables entided, “Alrpost ﬁﬂfﬂﬂﬁ%ﬁ?ﬁﬁ&g‘u&
?ﬁi ions nced to 1;;:]%13E ded mls. luate different alternatives and potential ] As the proposed action does not violate national air quality standards
mitigation measurcs. " | and is compliant with the requirements of the Clean Air Act, no formal
Particulate Matter — 10 microns or less (PM10) and PM2.5 . mitigation actions are required. However, if a Build Alternative is
In Appendix J, p. J-48, the esilzdmi'ln_l::n mcdgﬁi%&:?gﬂﬁm ?&%ﬁ"’i‘:m selected, the airport sponsor does intend to implement various
m'iﬁfoﬁﬁmﬁ;mm .(POA}?]Emissian Index Particulate Matter (EIPM) = 0.6 X emission reduction initiatives associated with both construction (OMP
SN, where SN is the smoke nfm!ﬂ:'m V;;m ::Eg::: ‘1-;"1::&“: wnml;e;?sm implementation) and operation of the end-state modernized airfield.
include 111: éﬂﬂgﬁﬁ'&z ﬁlziﬁ; for other mobile PM sources. The NAAQS for PM is . See Section 5.6, Air Quality of the Final EIS for further information on
based on a consideration of both volatile and non-volatile PM; for health effects both must be emission reduction measures.
ot il o et g o e o Aeomat e
mﬁg‘?ﬁgﬁ vﬁﬁgmmf g;rc and FAA participated in and helped to fund 12 FAA issued policy guidance titled Use of the First Order of Approximation

this NASA research. This under-accounting, which could potentially underpredict thc total
PM emissions from aircraft engines, should be mentioncd in the FEIS. From FAA's air
quality analysis, it does not appear that aircraft are a major contributor to overall PM .
emissions specifically in the vicinity of O'Hare under the various sr.cnanos_and Alternatives,
but & brief sensitivity analysis should be undertaken. FAA should present differert
approaches that illustrate the range of estimates available for the PM aircraft contribution.
FAA could apply EPA’s methodology for our 2002 National Emissions Tnventory., or other
methods such as including early information from NASA Dryden or other recent tcstmglﬁm
would show that particulate matter from aircraft containg more than only the black carbon

component.

Further, with respect to PM2.5 and the above-mentioned PM emissions ¢stimation, recent

literature, test data, and the FAA report, “A Review of Literature on Particulate Matter

Emissions from Aircraft” all suggest that almost all PM emissions from arrcrz_ﬂ engines are

PM2.5. EPA will be usimg a PM2.5 fraction of 97.6 percent in the aircraft enging portion of

jts 2002 National Emissions luventory. As noted above, there is no PM2.5 component to ths

Air Quality section of the DEIS (outside of construction migsiun.s} Th.e FEIS should inchide )

{hesc estimations when analyzing for the contributions that aircraft engines make to PM2.5 ’?|
and PM10.

(FOA) to estimate aircraft engine particulate matter (PM) emissions in NEPA
Documents and Clean Air Act General Conformity Analyses on May 24,
2005. The FOA has been refined to include consideration of the
proportion of the mass of volatiles as compared to non-volatile
emissions. To accommodate the volatile portion of PM emissions, a
conservative multiplication factor has been added to the FOA based on
validation with actual field measurements and theoretical
relationships.

Also stated in the FOA policy guidance regarding the diameter of
aircraft engine generated PM, “one conclusion evident from the PM
measurement tests conducted to date indicates that the particle size
distribution at the exit plane of today’s modern aircraft engines is
below 2.5 micrometers in aerodynamic diameter. Therefore, PM
emissions from aircraft engines should be reported as PMzs as well as
PMio.”

FAA has included an emissions inventory and dispersion modeling for
PM:2s in Section 5.6, Air Quality of the Final EIS.
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Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs)

We commend FAA for including an analysis of non-criteria hazardous air pollutants (HAPs)
in the DEIS. FAAs responsiveness has been informative and has advanced our collective
understanding of current and potential future conditions with respect to HAPs in the O'Hare
study erea, By quantifying and toxicity-tanking the emissions, several pollutants anid sources
wiere shown to be contributors to the HAPs scenario,

We suggest that the HAPs chapter could be enhanced by linking potential mitigation
measures to the most significant priority-ranked HAPs and their source categories.
Additionally, we recommend that the following issues be addressed in the FEIS:

» In the Executive S v, p. E$-30, D.5, Supplemental Air Quality
Analysis, the FAA states, "...the [HAPs-related] influcnce of the proposed airport
development on the health of those living in the vicinity of O'Hare carmot cutrently
be quantified in a meapingful way.” We recommend that the FEIS clarify that this is
in large part because current and fisture hazardous wr pollatant emission estimates for
commereial jet aircraft engincs are so uncertain.

1

* In Appendix I, p. I-1, paragraph 2, Introduction, we d clearer language,
such as: "...Collectively, the agencies believe that, given the absence of HAP
emissions data and the limitations of HAP speciation profiles for commgrcial jet
aircraft engines, an accurate emissions inventory (the first step in a sound human
health risk assessment) cannot be accomplished...”

= In Appendix L, p. [-114, the last paragraph under Dicsel Particulate Matter section
includes two incorrect statements. “The EPA has assigned diesel particulate matter
classification B1; ...” and “The BPA has assigmed an inhalation carcinogenic unit risk
factor...” The statements in the paragraph probably refer to California EPA. EFA has
not assigned a unit risk factor to diesel PM. There is, however a unit risk factor
developed by the California EPA as you have referenced in footnote 98. EPA has not
classified diesel PM, but has concluded that diesel oxhaust (containing the gaseous
and particle phascs) is “likely to be carcinogenic to humans by inhalation™ (EPA.
Health Asscssment Docoment for Diesel Engine Exhaust, EPA/600/8-90/057F, p.1-
4). We recommend that this change be reflected in the FEIS.

‘With the magnitude of the proposed modernization, O'Hare bas the opportunity to be a
national leader for environmental stewardship. We believe that potential mitigation meagures
and their benefits should be more thoroughly described and quantified, and that firmer
commitments should be made. We strongly support the air quality mitigation measuyes listed
in Chapter 5 and Chapter 7 and encourage FAA and the City of Chicago to commit to
implementing them as fully as possible,

‘The specific mitigation measurcs we propose address both criteria and hazardous air
pollutants. The toxicity-ranked HAPs analysis shows that several pollutants and sources are
clearly the most important contributors. Tn particular, diesel emissions, which also contribute
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Response

13

FAA notes and appreciates the comment. EPA commended the FAA
for the analysis of non-criteria HAPs contained in the Draft EIS. FAA’s
protocol for HAPs analysis was reviewed and approved by IEPA and
USEPA.

14

Emissions reduction measures in response to air quality conditions
have been identified in the Final EIS. The Executive Summary text
with regard to Hazard Air Pollutants has been clarified in response to
USEPA’s comment.

15

The introductory text was revised for clarification purposes in
accordance with USEPA’s comment. See Appendix L.

16

The statements were corrected in the Final EIS in accordance with
USEPA’s comment. See Appendix I.

17

FAA worked with USEPA to develop a satisfactory resolution of this
issue. As aresult, and at the FAA’s urging, the City of Chicago has
committed to emission reduction measures including measures that
would reduce emissions from off-road diesel construction equipment
and hazardous air pollutants. The level of reduction from the
measures has been quantified and is presented in Section 5.6 of the
Final EIS. Formal mitigation committments on this and other matters
will be finalized in the anticipated Record of Decision.

Response to Comments
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to nitrous oxides (NOx), PM10, and PM2,5, can caiise serious adverse health and
environmental effects and were identified as a driver in the Hazardous Air Pollutant analysis,
During the building phases, o ion equipment is the largest contributor to diesel
emissions. At Build-Out and beyond, operations-related ground support equipment (GSE) is
projecled to be the main contributor to diesel particulate matter at O'Hare, assuming one of
the build alternatives is implemented. We encourage FAA to work with the City of Chicago
to assess options for a comprehensive Airport Diesel Emissions Reduction Program that
would address diesel emissions from multiple source categories in construction, ground
transportation, and airport eperations. Such a program would include at a minimum:

* Required usage of low sulfur or ultra-low sulfur fucls and construction equipment
fitted with EPA or California Air Resource Board (CARB)-verified retrofit
technologies. Under a build scenario, there will be as many pieces of dicsel
construction equipment on site over an eight year constraction period.

+ Conversion of all diese] pround support equipment to compressed natural gas,
propang, or clectric power.

*  Alternatc fuel and retrofits for internal bus and shuttle transportation.

+ Time and transportation management practices and oversight that would mmmnze
idling and queuning of diesel construction equipment and gr 1 support equip

We understand that there are id factors to consider, such as ability 1o implement a change,

ial availability of and anticipated benefits versus implementation costs. We
stand ready to assist in uva]uuhng the results of the HAPs praonly ranking and in identifying
and evaluating mitigation options,

‘We note that although HAPs from motor vehicles will decrease as a result of national mobile
source reduction manda:cs, HAPs from aireraft operations may increase, This is becanse the
‘overall ber of ai perations will i in the future. It is not clear how
technological advanees in aircraft mgmeswﬂ] affect HAP emissions in the future, The DEIS
assumes that no stgm.ﬁcarm improvement in HAPs emissiops will ocour, although it is likely
that jrmy hnology will actually occur and that such improvements will lead to
lower HA.P m'nss:m While we acknowledge that HAPs from aircraft operations are harder
10 mitigate hecause the FAA and the City often do not bave the anthority to mandate or
implement changes, the FEIS should evaluate what mitigation measures could reduce the
emissions of HAPs from anport operational activities at O"Hare. We believe that suviliary
power units (APU) usage is a key area to consider when evaluating HAPs reduction patential
from aireraft operations. We encourage FAA and the City of Chicago to fully commit, to
modernizing 100% of O'Hare’s gates and other operational areas wilh utility connections to
reduce APU usage, Additionally, since most HAPs from aircraft are emitied during the idling
mode, it is important to encourage the airlines to adopt practices to reduce jel aircraft idling,

Finally, we note that the practices outlined in the OMP Sustainable Design Mannal (e.g.,
green building design, use of low-volatile organic compound (VOC) materials, Stage II vaper
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Final EIS

Comment | Response

18 Please see response to comment 17.

19 Comment noted. The FAA appreciates the USEPA’s offer of assistance
and notes that the Agency’s continued cooperation and availability
when needed. FAA also notes that a HAPs priority ranking can be
found in Section 1.7.3 of the Final EIS. Also see response to comment
18 of this letter.

20 The National Aeronautic and Space Administration (NASA) and

various aircraft engine manufacturers are working together to produce
more efficient engines which should reduce all aircraft-related air
pollutant emissions in the future (throughout the U.S). Such
reductions were not considered in the Draft EIS or the Final EIS
because the level of the emission reductions and the timing over which
they will occur is not known.

The City of Chicago has committed to providing pre-conditioned air
and ground power at all project-related aircraft gates. This would
reduce the time which pilots use auxiliary power units.

While the City of Chicago will encourage airlines to adopt policies,
which would reduce jet aircraft idling, neither the City, the airlines, nor
the FAA have ultimate control over the time which an aircraft idles or
the number of engines that are used to taxi. Such measures are at the
sole discretion of the pilot of any aircraft whose ultimate responsibility
is the safety of the aircraft’s passengers.

Response to Comments

U.2-17
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Response

As stated previously, the City of Chicago has committed to emission
reduction measures including measures that would reduce emissions
from off-road diesel construction equipment and hazardous air
pollutants. The level of reduction from the measures has been
quantified and is presented in Section 5.6 of the Final EIS.

In addition, the City of Chicago has indicated to the FAA their
intention to continue to use the Sustainable Design Manual as a guide for
future development.

Comment
21
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recovery, altemative construction transportation strategics) reduce of both eriteria

pollutants and HAPs and should be implemented. e

Wetlapds
22

Jand Tmpact o

The DEIS looked at four altematives n detail, Al A (the No action alternative) and

Alternatives C, D, and G. The no action alternative would impact approximately 23 acres of

\etlands and other waters of the United States, These impacts would be the result of either

on-going projects or projects that would be undertaken regardless of whether or not the

O'Hare Modemization Program is approved, Under the three build alternatives C, D, and G,

mvimpsmwaqunﬁcmmcesmcssmﬁ.aﬂythssmcusmanother.bmgremman

The comments regarding the types of wetlands at the Airport and the
diversity of wetlands NW28 and SW15 are noted. The Final EIS
includes changes to the Draft EIS text to comport with USEPA’s
comments.

Alternative A. The DEIS states that the opportunity to avoid and minimize impacts. under a
build scenario is essentially nonexistent due to the lack of upland open space and the
requirements associated with constructing any of the build aliernatives, while still
maintaining oxisting service at 0"Hare. We also recognize that existing wetlands and waters
of the Uniled States at O’'Hare present risks of waterfowl-aircraft strikes that FAA is seelang
to minimizc. The comments that {follow apply to Alternatives C, D, and G.

The project site currently includes approximately 155 acres of wetlands and other waters of
the United States, which include 24.8 acres of wetland that were tmowdfmt_ed as
imitigation for construction of the post office coruplex at (he south end of the airport. "l'hc y
majority of the wetland areas on the project site are small, between 1 and 2 acres in size with
low plant diversity. Twa of the larger areas (NW 28 and SW 15) have mare diverse wetland
plant cor ities, which include woody species such as box elder (dcer negundo), silver
maple (Aeer A d (Poplus deltoides), willows (Salix spp.), green ash
(Fraxinus pennsylvanica), black walnut (Juglans nigra), and Amencan elm (Ulmics
Americana), as well as a number of herbacous species. Both of these wetlands showed
relatively good plant diversity and scored 27 and 22, respectively, using the Natural Area
Rating Index.

inum), cotte

Other waters of the United States found on the project site include Willow-Higgins Creck,

Bensenville Ditch, Crystal Creek, and ponds. These creeks show the typical characteristics of

urban streams, including lack of gravel substrate, straightened channels, and eroding banks.

Fish and macroinveriebrate surveys of these waters generally found species that are tolerant

16 disturbed conditions. 22 |
and Miti

Under each of the three build alternatives C, D, and G, 153 acres of wetlands and other

waters of the United States will be filled. The wetlands to be impacted include approximately

105 acres of palustrine emergent wetland, 23 acrcs of palustrine scrub-shrub and forested

wetland, and 27 acres of other waters of the United States, which includes the streams. In

order to offset the destruction of 153 acres of wetlands and other waters, the City nfCh!:.l:._ago

(City) is proposing to create 414 acres of mitigation credits. The City is proposing to mitigate

as follows:
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Tn summary, based on our coordination with FAA, we believe that the wetlands mitigation
efforts are 0;1 tragk. We expeet additional detailed infum_m!.ion on &_ne_pmpomd mitigation
sites, including how bydrology will be restored, what msnng:co:]dxhong are, and what |
weétland communities will be established. When that informanun' is mf:eaved, we will be a:ble
make a determination regarding the adequacy of the proposed mitigation to offsct the project
impacts,

s

|_|

Final EIS
Comment | Response
23 The City has continued its discussions with the U.S. Army Corps of
04/06/2005 15:40 FAX 847 294 7048 CHI-ADO @o11 Engineers and the FAA in developing a strategy for mitigation of the
identified wetlands impacts. As stated in Table 5.12-4 on page 5.12-13
of the Draft EIS, the City’s Conceptual Mitigation Plan included
414 mitigation credits for the 153 acres of wetlands lost as a result of
4 Alternatives C, D, and G. Since SW15 is in DuPage County, the
1) forwetlands regulated by the Clean Water Act Section 404 program at ratio of mitigation ratio for this wetland, which is established by DuPage
1.5:1; ool County Ordinance, is 3:1. Therefore, there is no change in the amount
2) for isolated wetlands at a ratio of 1:1; i . . e .
3% for i e ot o gl of Bl . of mlltlgafaon credit for this wetland compared to. t.he r.mtlgatlo.n ratio
. P ‘ outlined in the Draft EIS. The total amount of mitigation credits has
n ral, we agree with the praposed mitigation ratios; however, we woul 5C8 3, i ; 4i ; . .
hj;.e:rgnﬁﬁgaﬁmmﬁo for the higher quality forestedscrub-shrub areas, such as NW 28 and been mc.reased ﬁl‘om 414 to 447 4 in the Final EIS, see Section 5.12 for
SW15. Since it takes a considerably longer time for wooded wetland community types to further information on the change.
become established, we d that these areas be mitipated in-kind at a ratio of at least
L ) 24 The comment regarding the mitigation ratio of 5:1 to compensate for
‘We have an additional concer with the proposal to fill wetlands previcusly created as wetlands that were previously created as mitigation for prior projects
mitigation for prior wetland impacts. Onoe wetland mitigation is established, we expect that he Airport i pd Th Dy ft EIS and Fi gl EIS ph };1 :
the site will in wetland in perpetuity. The City has acknowledeged this issue and has at the Airport is noted. e Draft and Fina note that the
proposed a higher mitigation ratio of 5:1 to offset for the 24.8 acres of irapacts o presiousty mitigation ratio for these wetlands is 5:1.
created mifigation wetlands. The DEIS states that the mitigation ‘for the isolated wetland
impacts occurring in DuPage County will be mitigated as required by the DuPage County
Ordinance. Based on the mitigation credits proposed in the DEIS, ??ﬂ% ;;‘1; fox 25 The City has continued its discussions with the U.S. Army Corps of
these mﬂﬂ?g::dﬂl”b: ﬂ:;?f&-:{ﬁ mﬂ:ummr::m‘:rmm offset these fmpacts, Engineers and the FAA in developing a strategy for mitigation of the
the mitigation ratio will be approximately 5:1. identified wetlands impacts. Through these discussions, the total
; —_— ; amount of mitigation credits would be increased from 414 to 447 .4
Tn the DEIS, the City has committed to developing a mitigation plan that wonld result in the g
gﬁe:rntion of 414 mitigation credits. The DEIS identifies ."he DuPage County West anch
Proscrve as the mitigarion site for wetland impacts occurring on the DuPage CGW;?P‘;:M 26 The comment regarding the continued coordination related to wetland
of the airport. This site has the potential to gcuerawbetweenl_?l and 150 mdns or o , ) -
proposed impacts in Cook County, the City submitted 12 additional mirigation sites to 3 mitigation and the USEPA’s determination of the adequacy of the
mitigation revicw team consisting of sﬂf?ﬁmgfﬂﬁﬂ m‘dals?: agencies, 'm;ma EPA. proposed mitigation is noted. The City has continued its discussions
The team identified six of those sites as having the potenti successful wetlan . . . . .
restoration work, We recommend that the City continue to work with the mitigation review with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the FAA in developing a
team on mitigation site sclection to ensure that the sites selected will result in gencration of strategy for mitigation of the identified wetlands impacts. Through
sufficient mitigation credits. We also encourage the City to mdwm"'“gaﬁﬁ?;is r these discussions, the total amount of mitigation credits would be
the impacts to the higher quality wooded communities, such as those found NW2i .
SW15. Due to the significant amount of impact to stream resources on the project site, we increased from 414 to 447 .4.
also suggest the City consider inelnding stream restoration work as part of the mitigation
plan.
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Water Quality
Discharges From “Airside” Deicing Areas

Proposed altematives will result in a significant increase'in the volume of wastewater that
would need (o be discharged to the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater
Chicago (MWRDGC) Stickney treatment plant. The DEIS imdicates that the proposed design
of the detention bagins for these alternatives would be adequate to accommodate these
increased volumes, but it docs not provide further cvaluation of the increased Rows ox
MWRDGC’s ability to accept them. Based on the description provided by the FAA at our
February 16, 2005 meeting, however, we understand that the MWRDGC will not approve
any increase in pumping rate from expanded facilities at O'Hare. As a tesult, while the
frequency of discharges to the Stickney trealment plant would increase, the flow rate would
not increase and would thus not affect available capacity at the Stickney treatment plant, The
FEIS should provide this clarification and also indicate how the discharges from the

detention basins would be timed in relation to available capacity within MWRDGC's system.

The FEIS should discuss any potential impacts to MWRDGC's treatment operations or
combined sewer overflows, or explain why there would be no such impacts.

In cases where discharges are d ined to comply with NPDES permit limits (presumably
in warm weather months when no deicing is performed), flows would be discharged directly
to receiving waters rather than to MWRDGC. The FEIS should discuss the environmental
impact of these increased flows. While compliance with NPDES requirements may help to
ensure that water quality is proteeted, NPDES permits do not regulate water quantity, which
can impact streamn habitat md cause k erosion. [ng in impervious areas can
also lead to reductions in stream bascflow during low flow, dry weather periods, thus further
stressing the aqualic community. These factors should be addressed in the FEIS.

Discharges From “Landside™ Activities

The lusion that no significant imp will occur related to storm water discharges from
other areas at the airport appears to be based on an assumption that these discharges will
comply with NPDES limits. The DEIS references past instances of elevated contaminant
concentrations in effluent, as well as sirport improvements that have becn made to try to
rectify these problems. We suggest that the FEIS discuss the current compliance status for
effluent limitations under O"Hare's currently effective permits, and s appropriate, activities
O’Hare is carrying out now and in the fature to meet its NPDES limits,

Construction activities can result in significant increases in sediment discharged to receiving
waters. NPDES permits regulating construction site storm water do not typically include
cffluent limits, but rather require best management practices (BMPs), employed by the
permittee. Bven with application of best manag t practices, an i in sediments can
be anticipated. BMPs typically have associated design criteria (e.g., design storm for
sedimentation basins), above which they will not be effective, or where their effectiveness
will be reduced. The FEIS should discuss the impact of increased sedimentation, on receiving
waters and the BMPs to be nsed to mitigate these impacts.

Sl v6e2 LbE:0L PLES ESE 2T
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27

As stated on page 5.7-20 of the EIS, stormwater related to “airside areas”
could contain deicing chemicals during winter conditions. This
stormwater would be routed to on-Airport detention basins prior to
conveyance to the MWRDGC Stickney Treatment Plant. These detention
basins are designed to manage and accommodate the stormwater from
the “airside areas”. This stormwater only would be released to the
MWRDGC Stickney Treatment Plant when that treatment plant can
accommodate the stormwater. Thus, no changes are necessary regarding
the treatment operations at MWRDGC. In addition, because the
detention basins can accommodate this stormwater and the release of the
stormwater can be managed, there would not be any potential for
combined sewer overflows.

28

(]

During non-winter conditions, stormwater flows from “airside areas”
would be directed to receiving waters (i.e., Willow-Higgins Creek,
Crystal Creek, Bensenville Ditch / Silver Creek). As stated on page 5.13-7
of the EIS, the proposed detention basins would be designed to release
runoff in a manner that does not increase the flow rates of any of the
three creeks that drain the Airport. Thus, no impacts to stream habitat or
streambank erosion would occur as a result of the proposed action.

29

]

Appendix K of the EIS provides details regarding the current
compliance status of the permits at the Airport and the Best Management
Practices (BMPs) that are used at the Airport. In addition, this appendix
addresses the issues associated with the history of discharge permits at
the Airport.

30

n
©

The Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan adopted by the City of Chicago
identifies a variety of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to address
sedimentation issues. As part of the implementation of the preferred
alternative, the City would use these BMPs to address any increase in
sedimentation that could occur during construction activities.

3]
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Tables K-1, K-Z, and K-3 list storm water discharges from numerous outfalls not covered
under the mdustrml storm water permit. Given that storm water discharges from thesé areas
have been found to include deicing materials in the past, the FEIS should discuss efforts to
address this issue and clarify whether there are aitport deicing activities in these areas that
should be covered under the industrial storm water permit. The FEIS should also clarify if the
abovg, areas and outfalls arc covered by the municipal separate storm sewcr system (MS4)
permit

The DEIS states that the permit for the fuel farm area that was issued to the Airport Group
International (AGI), “...has since been rolled into the Chicago Department of Aviation
(DOA) - Phase I NPDES individual discharge permit application for the entire Airport.” We

have the following comments:

* The FEIS should describe the AGI and the relationship between AGI and the City of
Chicago Department of Aviation,

+ The FEIS should discuss the rationale for requesting that 1llinois EPA include these
discharges within the reissued DOA permit.

¢ The FEIS should discuss the impact of the proposed expansion altcrnatives on
operations at, and storm waler discharges from, the fuel farm. The FEIS should
discuss what type of slorm water treatment or BMPs are being used or proposed for
use at the fucl farm. We suggest that the FEIS discuss current compliance status for
this area, and as appropriate, activities O*Hare is carrying out now and in the future to
address these discharges.

The DEIS states that the Des Plaincs River is considered to be an Impaired/Threatened
waterbody. The FEIS should discuss the pollutants for which the Des Plaines is considered
Impaired/Threatened and the contribution that O"Hare makes to those impairments, if any.

Naise
Noise Impact Anal;
EPA believes that the nolse analysis in the DEIS indi that the d action will have

a significant noise impact on people living near the airport. Each ofthe build alternatives.
prediets additional noise exposures versus the No Action Alternative. For example, the noise
modeling for Altemative C shows that in 2013, 4,974 additional people will be exposed to
DNL 65 dB noise levels compared to the No Action Alternative. Of that population, 440
people will be exposed to DNL 70 dB. In the Year 2018 (Build Out + 5 years), 6,266
additional people will be exposed to DNL 65 dB or more when compared to the No Build
Alterative. Of that population, 1,433 people will be exposed to DNL 70 dB.

Using FAA’s guidelines for evaluating land use compatibility with noise exposure (14 Part
CFR 150), in the year 2013, 4,974 additional people will be living in an area that is
considered ‘lneompanblc wn.h noisc levels” as compared to the No Action alternativé arid in
the year 2018, the population will i to 6,266 d to the No Action alternative. In

11
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Tables K-1, K-2, and K-3 of the EIS list the current outfalls included in
the current NPDES permit and the outfalls included in the City’s
NPDES permit renewal submittal to IEPA. Table K-1 has been
updated in the Final EIS to include deicing as an activity for outfall
W180. All outfalls with deicing activities are applicable to the Phase I
NPDES for 2C and are noted as so in the Draft EIS and Final EIS. The
City sent an additional submittal to the IEPA on February 18, 2005 to
review the Phase I NPDES permit for the Airport, which included
further information on the City’s efforts to address deicing material
discharges. Information is provided in Section 5.7, Water Quality of
the Final EIS on this submittal.

All current and proposed construction activities on the Airport
property are applicable to the City’s MS4 permit as noted in the Draft
EIS and Final EIS.

32

Information provided in the Draft EIS was incorrect and updated
information has been included in Section 5.7, Water Quality and
Appendix K of the Final EIS. AGI, now known as Aircraft Service
International Group (ASIG) will be maintaining their own NPDES
permit and a renewal application is currently being developed, during
which time the current permit is still valid. ASIG supplies fuel to the
airlines air aircraft use. FAA previously approved the expansion of the
fuel farm facility by the addition of two tanks in the World Gateway
Program Final Environmental Assessment with a FONSI/ROD issued
in June 2002. This fuel tank expansion was also assumed as a part of
the analysis for the Build Alternatives. Compliance with ASIG’s
NPDES permit has its own enforcement mechanism by the IEPA.

33

The primary pollutants for which the Des Plaines River is considered to
be Impaired / Threatened include nutrients, phosphorus, total
ammonia, and algal growth. However, none of the three creeks that
drain the Airport are listed as having contributed to the Impaired /
Threatened status for the Des Plaines River. Therefore, no evidence
exists that O’'Hare contributes to the Impaired / Threatened status of
the Des Plaines River.

34

The FAA agrees with the restatement of noise exposure estimates as
documented in the Final EIS.
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addition, under Altemative C, a total population of 24,103 (existing cxposure before the
project plus new exposure due to this projcet) will be in an area that is cousidered
incompatible with noise levels.

FAA Part 150 defines 1.5 dB as a significant increase in exposure for populxtinn&qposed to
65 dB or greater. Another significant threshold for noise is for receptors in M.DNE, 6!?-6_5
dB contour that would experience a 3.0 dB inerease. In order to : plete disc

of noise impacts, EPA recommends that the FEJS provide documentation of the cxisting
populations in the DNL 65 dB contour that would experience a 1.5 dB incrcasc. The FEIS
should also provide documentation of the existing population in the DNL 60-65 dB contour
that wonld experience a 3.0 dB increase.

nise Mitigati
The DETS included some cursory information about the existmg F!y Quiet Program (a
voluntary noisc abatement program that optimizes runway use, amvalfdc'pamm_ﬂight
procedures, and ground run-up procedures) and the City's School Sound Insulation
Program (SSIP) and Residential Sound Insulation Program (RSIP). However, the DEIS
&id not disclose detailed information regarding noise mitigation options. EPA
recommends that the FETS disclosc a full range of mitigation options. We believe that the
following recommendations would help clarify the possible options along with their
effectiveness at reducing noise exposure.

« The FEIS should include an expanded discussion regurding how the Fly Quiet
Program has helped to reduce noise impacts historically, and specifically how it vill
be used if one of the build alternatives were implemented.

« The FEIS should include a discussion of a possible voluntary residential purchase
program (buy-outs), particularly for those residents located in the DNL 70 dB3
contour. The discussion should include the number of residences, possible time-
frame and costs of the program.

« The FEIS should include an expanded section on the continuation of the City’s
residential sound insulation program, This section should include detailed
information on the ber of residences, their location, time-frame and program
costs that would be cligible for sound insulation using the criteria speciﬁ.efﬁ py’ the
City's Residential Sound Insulation Program (RSIP). We note that the existing
sound insulation program proposes to use 2000 noise contours. The FEIS should
compare the differences in the number of residences using the build out (2013)
and build out +5 (2018) cont and cxplain what will be used into the
future.

e The FEIS should discuss a voluntary residential sound insulation program for all
residences located in DNL 65 +dB contours for both the build out (2013) and
build ont +5 (2018) years. The discussion should include the number of
residences, time-frames and costs of the program.

12
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The FAA agrees with the restatement of noise exposure estimates as
documented in the Final EIS.

36

The FAA has augmented information provided in the Draft EIS.
Accordingly, the data tables in the Final EIS for each Build Alternative
include estimates of population, housing units and number of sensitive
noise facilities that would experience a 1.5 dB increase in noise exposure
within the DNL 65+ noise contour and/or a 3 dB increase in noise exposure
within the DNL 60 - 65 contour interval. As a point of fact, the FAA
considers a 1.5 increase within the 65 DNL noise contour as the threshold of
significance.

37

The Fly Quiet Program was implemented in 1997 at O’'Hare through the
cooperative efforts of the Chicago Department of Aviation (DOA), the
ONCGC, user airlines, and the FAA. Details of the program are provided in
Appendix F, Section F.5.2.

If FAA’s ROD approves a build alternative, the existing Fly Quiet Program
would remain in place, except as affected by runway decommissioning.
Also see response to comment number 11 in the ONCC letter, document
number 050406_05, page U.4-363.

The program includes a series of noise abatement flight and operating
procedures that are designed to minimize the effects of aircraft noise on
nearby residential areas during the nighttime hours of 10 PM to 7 AM. The
three main elements of the Fly Quiet Program are 1.) Preferential Runway
Use, 2.) Arrival and Departure Flight Procedures and 3.) Ground Run-Up
Procedures. Use of Preferential Runway and Flight Procedures are
encouraged under favorable wind, weather, and operational conditions,
while the Ground Run-Up procedures are a requirement of the City’s DOA
at all times.

Continued on following page.

38

EPA requests a discussion of a possible voluntary residential buy-out
program, particularly within the DNL 70 dB contour. Such a program
option has been considered previously by the City of Chicago during their
draft Part 150 Noise Compatibility Plan, prepared in the early 1990’s, and as
part of the EIS for the earlier ODP (O'Hare Development Program).

39

Please see the response to this comment on the following page.
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Please see the response to this comment on the following page.
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37
continued

To advance the objectives of the Program, the DOA distributes a Fly Quiet Aviator's Manual to airline
pilots and air traffic controllers. In addition, the DOA in cooperation with the ONCC also issues a
quarterly monitoring report to keep the airlines and controllers apprised of observed deviations from the
Program’s procedures in order to institute corrective actions. To augment information provided in Section
F.5.2 in the Draft EIS, copies of the Aviators Manual and the DOA’s quarterly Fly Quiet monitoring reports
for 2004 have been provided in the Final EIS.

38
continued

In recognition of the potential for fragmenting existing neighborhoods, the utility of a voluntary
acquisition program for homes in the O’Hare area is questionable. Instead, the City has pursued a policy
of sound insulation only, which has been strongly supported by the ONCC member communities.

Recognizing that circumstances change, the City is open to discussions with O’Hare communities
regarding changes to the “sound insulate only” policy. Toward that end, both the FAA and the City of
Chicago consider the ONCC as best suited to lead discussions with their communities to determine if there
is interest in the City acquiring noise impacted residences on the basis of voluntary sale. However, we
consider the ongoing program to sound insulate single-family, owner-occupied residences constructed
before October 1998 to be the first priority. Additionally, the City, at the FAA’s urging, will expand the
program to include dwellings of all type regardless of ownership.

39

The existing voluntary residential and school sound insulation programs administered by the O’'Hare
Noise Compatibility Commission (ONCC) would continue until the ONCC sees fit to modify the program
in the future, as needed. All eligible residences and schools within the Build Out 65 DNL and greater noise
contour for a Build Alternative, if approved by FAA’s issuance of a Record of Decision, would be insulated
by the time Build Out would occur. Based upon information in the Final EIS, there are approximately 5,173
homes and 1 school yet to be insulated in that contour. The 1 school will be insulated by the end of 2005.

After Build Out occurs, the City of Chicago will produce a Build Out +5, 65 DNL noise contour based on
the operational characteristics of the Build Out configuration but with Build Out +5 forecasted operational
levels. The City would then insulate all eligible residences and schools within the Build Out +5, 65 DNL
and greater noise contour by the time Build Out +5 would occur.

40

See response to comment number 38 above.

Response to Comments U.2-23

July 2005



O’Hare International Airport

Final EIS

04/06/2005 15:41 FAX 847 204 7048

CHI-ADO @o1s

s The FEIS should discuss possible noise mitigation options for schools, colleges,
and libraries (that currently are not sound insulated), healthcare facilities, and
places of worship that will be located in both the DNL 65+ dB contours for the
‘build out (2013) and build out + 5 (2018) years.

e The FEIS should also di miligations that might be used to reduce
temporary nojse impacts (exposure to DNL 65+ dB) that will occur during the
phased construction,

s The FEIS should provide a full evaluation of noise mitigation options, me that
range of options, FAA should document how mitigation will be determined and

what the imp] tation timef will be. Commitments for mitigation should
be made in the FEIS, if possible, ot in the Record of Decision. [
Environmental Justice

Bovk ; 2
The project area includes a residential comunuuity, mostly in the southwest acquisition arca,
with a high percentage of Hispanic individuals, The FAA identifics this population as an
Environmental Justice community because the total Hispanic population of Bensenville is
7,690, (37 percent of Bensenville’s total population), and Hispanics make up 60 percent of
the southwest acquisition area. The DEIS includes an analysis to determine if the build
alfernatives have the potential to canse a disproportionately high and adverss impact on
mipority and /or low-income populati The DEIS d ts an analysis of two impact
categories, social (relocations) and noise, but it does not address all other impact categories.
The DEIS is unclear whether and how the potential for disproportionately high and adverse
impacts was considered for cach of the impacts addressed in DEIS other than noise and
social impacts. Particularly, we recommend that the topic of hazardous air pollutants should
be addressed specifically in the Environmental Justice section. The FEIS should explicitly
state what analysis was used for each impact category and what conclusions were reached
regarding the potential for disproportionate effects to minority and/or low-income
populations.

Environmental Justice Mitigation o

The potential for disproportionate adverse disruption to minority cormmunities is identifled in
the DEIS and is generally evaluated. Howcver, there docs not appear to be any mitigation
rheasures specifically designed to address the disproportionate impacts on minority residents
with regard to disruption of community character. As stated in Section 5,423, “If property is
acquired, the most significant disruptions in community character would occur in and around
the acquisition area. It is important to consider businesses and residents who would be
relocated, as well as thosc who would remain in the area, Local businesses, schools, and
places of worship olten are the center of community activity. The proposed relocation under
the Build Alternatives ... could adversely affect the community character.” The City of ]
Chicago's March 13, 2003 Draft Relocation Plan does not appear to consider the pol.m_unl for
disproportionate impacts to minority and low income populations, and it does not provide
any mitigation measures to address such impacts, Mitigation measures to address commpmnity
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EPA requests a discussion of possible noise mitigation options for schools,
colleges, libraries, healthcare facilities, and places of worship located in the
DNL 65 dB contours for build-out and build-out +5 years. These types of
land uses are considered by the FAA to be noise-sensitive, unless properly
sound-insulated, and are eligible for funding from aviation-derived
revenues such as the FAA’s Airport Improvement Program (AIP) and
Passenger Facility Charges (PFC’s). In addition to residences, the City of
Chicago has given a high-priority in the past to the sound insulation of
schools (see Appendix F, Section F.5). While FAA acknowledges USEPA’s
comments, in actual practice, use of AIP or PFC funds for land uses other
than residences and schools is uncommon. Lower priority is given to non-
residential/non-school uses because there is a less well-established
relationship between noise and these uses. The Schultz Curve and various
sleep disturbance studies strongly support a consistently high degree of
noise sensitivity of residences to aircraft noise. Additional studies have
demonstrated the impacts of noise in school classrooms.

The FAA recommends that the City of Chicago undertake discussions with
ONCC regarding potential mitigation of noise-sensitive, non-
residential/non-school land uses. However, in accordance with current
policies, any such mitigation would occur only after completion of the
residential and school sound insulation programs committed to in this Final
EIS.

To date, the City of Chicago’s Residential Sound Insulation Program has
insulated 5,925 residential units at a cost of approximately $189 million. In
addition, the School Sound Insulation Program has insulated 115 schools at
a cost of approximately $255 million.

42

A request was also made by the EPA to include in the Final EIS a discussion
of mitigation measures to reduce temporary noise impacts in the DNL 65 dB
contours of the proposed project phases. The FAA recommends that the
City of Chicago work with the ONCC to publicize temporary noise impacts
during construction phases. The City considered the efficacy of sound-
insulating noise-sensitive uses to mitigate temporary noise impacts but has
rejected that option because it would divert the limited sources of funding
permanent mitigation of long-term impacts to measures that serve only
short-term purposes.

43

See responses to comments number 38 and 39.

44

See Chapter 5, Section 5.21 of the Final EIS for further information on
analysis of other resource categories for potential environmental justice
impacts.
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disruption, includi specific to displaced b owners, should be included in
the FEIS.
Mitigation for isitiory/'rel do not appear to specifically address the

pote:nnal for dmpmpomonate 1mput'.ts on a minority population. Section 5.21.5.1, on
“Mitigation for Acquisition/Relocations,” does not clearly address how admi ing the
Uniform Relocation Act for these acquisitions/relocations will be done in order to »ddrwnhe
disproportionate impacts; rather, it identifies the measures that will be employed throughout
the acquisition area, The “Draft O’Hare Land Acquisition Relocation Plan™ does not wiclude
measures specifically designed to address the disproportionate impact of acquisitions, on
minority populations and to ensure nondiscrimination under Titls VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, We arc aware of FAA's efforts to provide services that pertain to the special needs
of this group, et none of those activitics arc discussed in the DEIS. We recommend that
FAA document their efforts in the FEIS and include the continuation of such grrm:s as
mitigation measures to ensure that the potential for d T is d.

The environmental justice anzlysis concludes that there is a “potential” for a
disproportionately high and adverse impact on minerity populations under Alternatives C. D,
and G, within both the 65 DNL area and the area that would experience a DNL 1.5dB
inerease within the 65 DNL area, However, Section 5.21.6.2, “Potential Noise Tmpacts on
Enviropmental Justice Populations Qutside of the Proposed Acquisition Areas,” indicates
that the FAA has not reached a determination with regard to the disproportionality of impacts
and that it will make its determination based in part on potential, unspecified mitigation
measures. We recommend that the FAA consider and adopt in the FELS the folowing:

s Measures to ensure that the school sound insulation program and residential sound
insulation program are carried out in a way that ensires proportional and timely
coverage for affected mimority and low-income populations.

At o oot e

s Measures such as provision of additional to local ju tHions to
support rapid and efficient noise mitigation; including assistance to mrrrimize barriers

to mitigation impl tation, if Y.

Alternatives Evaluation

Qverall, the DEIS does a good job of describing current canditions at O"Hare. The
alternatives analysis is a comprehensive look at all non-airport and airport alternatives. The
process used to screen this full range of alternatives appears appropriate. As & cooperating
agency on this project, EPA has had extensive discussions with the FAA on the purpose and
need for the project and the alternatives tion. FAA has idered the comments that
we have made and adjusted the presented information accordingly. We appreciate this
opportunity to learn about and influence the project at such an early stape.

The three alternatives retained for detailed evaluation are all O*Hare build alternatives:
Alternative C (the City of Chicago®s proposed altemative), Alternative D, and Altemnative 6.
Each of these alternatives would include construction of new west terminal facilities and a
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See Chapter 7 and Chapter 5, Section 5.21 of the Final EIS for
information on mitigation for environmental justice impacts. The City of
Chicago has committed to provide advisory services for those adjacent to
the proposed acquisition area. These advisory services are only required
for businesses within the proposed acquisition area, however, the City
has agreed to provide these same services to businesses outside the
acquisition area.

Also, see Section 5.21 of the Final EIS for updated information on
analysis of other resource categories for potential environmental justice
impacts.

46

A discussion of FAA’s extensive outreach to the environmental justice
population was provided in Appendix P of the Draft EIS. Additional
information on activities conducted since the publication of the Draft EIS
has been provided in Appendix P of the Final EIS.

See Chapter 7 of the Final EIS for information on mitigation for
environmental justice impacts.

47

Preliminary conclusions on impacts to environmental justice populations
have been included in Chapter 5, Section 5.21 of the Final EIS. See
Chapter 7 of the Final EIS for information on mitigation for
environmental justice impacts.

48

See Chapter 7 of the Final EIS for information on the specifics of noise
mitigation. In addition, the City of Chicago has committed to provide
multi-lingual relocation services for those individuals and businesses
that are in the proposed acquisition area.

49

FAA acknowledges the USEPA'’s evaluation of the Draft EIS, specifically
the acknowledgement that the “alternatives analysis is a comprehensive
look at all non-airport and airport alternatives.” FAA also appreciates
working with USEPA as a Cooperating Agency on development of this
EIS, including development of purpose and need.
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50 The FAA notes the EPA’s comment, “[t]he alternative analysis
04/06/2005 15:42 FAX 847 204 7046 CHI-ADO @o17 comprehensively addresses all feasible alternatives.”

Sections 2.2.1.1 and 2.2.1.2 have been revised to include a reference to
the summary of the recommendations developed by the 1991 and 2001

O’Hare Delay Task Forces in Appendix A of the Final EIS.
large-scale rearrangement of eirfield roads, taxiways, and runways, Altcrnative C would

consist of eight Tunways: six in an east-west orientation and two in a northeast-southwest

o ematives D would have seven nunways, the same runways as Alternative € The rationale for the elimination of Alternative E, Alternative F, and
i 3 aEves . e ,

:i:ﬁl: :.:;n mtha;nm;st cast-wost runway. Alternative G would have eight unways, the * the Blended Alternative has been clarified to address USEPA’s

same as Alternative C except the southernmost east-west runway wmjldpe oﬂmwd in i comments.

northwest-southeast arientation. The altemative analysis 1sively all

feasible alternatives. We have provided FAA with feedback regarding the Purposc and Necd
for the 'ijcct and the corresponding Alternatives Analysis. We have moh? ded some minor
comments on the project’s purpose and need as well as alternatives analysis in this letter.

ieve that (he alternatives analysis is comprehensive and appropriate for such a large-
E:lmt as this one; however, there are places where we believe the altematives analysis
could be strengthened in order to address comments from interested or affected partics. T
Sections 2.2.1.1 and 2.2.1.2, we suggest that FAA provide a summary of the . o
recommendations devcloped by the 1991 and 2001 O'Hare Delay Tasls Force, mcludmg
thosc that were and were not implemented and why. This is_ important mﬂzmn:mon 1hat helps
inform the interested parties and the decision maker regarding the No Action Alternative.
Also, we believe the rationale for dropping Alternative E out of the detml_ad analysis _should
‘e enhanced. It is clear that this alternative does not perforn s well, but it also has less
itnpact on the local tax base. FAA should expand on the rationale as to why this alternative
was dropped versus the alternatives that were retained for detailed m:alysi& The rationalc for
dismissing Altcrnatives E, F, and the Blended Alternative all rely, in part, ?n_mcogﬁstmm}:s
with 1aw. The FAA should explain more fully why an alternative is inconsistent with existing m
Jaw, We recommend that these inconsistencies be explicitly stated in the FEIS.

15
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW UP ACTION'

Environmental Impact of the Action

] {ection
mEPAm:whumi&nuﬁednypolwﬁllmkmmwmqmmlg changes to
the proposal. The review may have di for applicati o[uﬁﬂhﬁmwﬂiﬂ

ouﬂdhnmcmﬂhbadwﬁmmeﬂnnmorchmgesw&:mml

EC-Environmental Concemns

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order lo fully protect fhe
C may require changes to the preferred 2ltervative or application of

witigation meagures thut cun reduce (he environmental impacts. EPA would like to work with the lead

agency lo reduce these impacts.

EQ-Environmental Objections

The EPA teview hag identificd significant envi mulhl:mlbemomdmmdﬁhwpvﬂc
adequate protection for the envi Correcti may require ial ch

ferred ol ive or iderati od'samo&ﬂnmimnhmvc(mdumugﬁummmlh:mlm
or a new aliemative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce thess impacts.

EU.Envirgnmentally Unautisfaclory
l‘heEPAlvv'Iewhu:dunhﬁedad\umwvumnnulmpucﬂthnmuhuﬁimmgdhulnhnﬁcyw

y from the dpaoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends 10
work with the lead agency o reduce these impacts, 1fthe ia) tisfactory fmpacts are not ¢
atﬂuMﬂSmﬁispmponlmhhmwmmecrmﬁtn!hlﬁ:ch
Adaquacy of the Impact Statement
Category | -Adeguate
msp;\hchmulhemmudoqumwnnfmhﬂw i 1 impact(s) of the prefemed al
and those of the al i ble to the project or action. Noﬁ.u-duana!yukudan

collecting is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or

gory 2-Ing

mm&mm;mmmmmmmm&smmm.lynsmnﬂnmnmulunpuu

ﬂntlhou&db!lwmdmmdcrmﬁmypmmm i oﬂheE'PA ‘has identificd new

ives thot ace within the ofal lyzed in the draft EIS,
wmﬂmhcmwwdkm Tha identified additional information, data,
analyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS,

Category J-Tnadequate
EPA does not believe Lhat the draft EIS adequately fally signi i 13

i e pag
of the action, o the EPA revi ‘has identified new, bl ilable alternatives that are outside of
the sp. of in the draft E1S, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the

ially significapt envi limpacts, EPA believes that the identified additional information, data

ml)w or discussions ure of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a dmft stage.
EPA does not belicve that the draft BIS is adequate for the prrposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309
review, and thus should be formally revised and mede available for public ina . or
revited drafl EIS. On the basis of the potential significant tmpacts involved, this proposal could'be a
capdidate for referral to the CEQ.

“Erom BPA Muneel 1640 Folicy i Procedurss for e Review of the Federal Actions Impacting the Ervironment

16 . / %7
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04/08/05 11:00 FAX 217 492 4621 FHRA oul 1 The comments on the alternatives are noted. The intersections and
T roadway segments identified that exceeded the established thresholds
050406_03 : S . e .

L = b of significance were at locations within the surface transportation
- study area where the level of service (LOS) or volume-capacity ratio
Depariment Division Exocytivo Park . . .
gf*mm finots S oo, lnoks 62703 (V/C) would become unacceptable with the Build Alternatives only.
Federal Highway
Administratian April 6, 2005

If the LOS or V/C would become unacceptable with both the No Action
HA-TL Alternative and the Build Alternatives, no mitigation measures would
. be required. However, at the locations where mitigation would be

CFTICRAL FOAM B9 M)

FAX TRANSMITTAL  [eoipagesr [ |

te Mochlle | required, potential mitigation measures have been identified to
Mr. Mike MacMullen DepLingontsy '1. — address project-related surface traffic.
Airports Environmental Program Manager P " 2157 cgog
Federal Aviation Administration 99 Jogf "
Chicago Airports District Office ke L e CRNEL TS A AAT As part of these measures, the FAA is continuing discussions with the
3]-)3001}‘_“ D“E'L‘:n 6‘3‘;13:-“5 City of Chicago to further identify appropriate mitigation initiatives to
= ’ address project-related surface traffic for the Build Alternatives, which
Dear Mr, MacMullen will be addressed in the Record of Decision, if a Build Alternative is
Subfect: Draft EIS C b selected. For further information, please see Section 5.3 of the EIS.
O’Hare Modemization Program
Cook County

For further information with regard to the potential cumulative

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEILS) for the O"Hare impacts to the surface transportation system, see Chapter 6 of the EIS.
Modernization Program. Section 5.3 of the DEIS identifies intersections and roadway

egmen established “threshold of signifieamce™ for Level of Servics (LOS . .
;voht:m {a\frc) du:Eto {ncreased u&cﬂvﬁﬁu& Based upon this analysis, ﬂn); Finally, the FAA appreciates FHWA’s comments on the Draft EIS.
need for fature surface transportation improvement is apparent. However, the DEIS does
neot indicate whether or not the increased traffic volumes are generated by the O"Hare
improvesnents.

We request that the Final Environmental Tmpact Statement (FEIS) provide this additional
analysis. Ifit is found that the O'Hare improvements are the canse of this additional traffic,
the FEIS should discuss the possible environmental impacts of the improvements to the
surface trangportation system caused by the O"Hare improvements.

. —
If you have questions or commmeats, please contact Chris Byars at 312-886-1606. | |

Sincerely yours,

William C. Bym//—

Transportation Engineer

For: Norman R. Stoner, P.E.
Division Administrator
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1 The responses to the preliminary statement are included in this
4 {"ﬁ document beginning on page U.2-51.
. HENRY J. HYDE 2110 Ravauan House Orace Buiows {
= B7m DS TRcT, hulmos WasHinaTon, OC 20515-1308
202} 225-4561
comrEs: ) e 2 Comment noted.
e — Congress of the United States
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS )
T BHouge of Representatives 3 In response to this request and others, the FAA has reviewed additional
Wlashington, BE 20515-1306 cost information related to the City’s proposed O’Hare Modernization
April 6, 2005 e Program (OMP). This additional cost information provided by the City
RA2200 has been posted to the FAA’s website, http://www.agl.faa.gov/OMP/.
As discussed in Section 1.7 of Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, the FAA has
) ) . concluded that the City’s cost estimates are reasonable for the purposes
Ms. _Cccella L.‘H‘unzﬁ(er Mr. Mwhfel !V[acMu]‘len . of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
Regional Administrator Airports Envirc | Program g
Great Lakes Region Federal Aviation Administration
Federal Aviation Administration Chicago Airports District Office 4 The City’s finance plan for the projects included in the DEIS include
2300 East Devon Avenue Eiggpilig.s;c?c[\{ﬁzo‘?svggnuﬁs construction cost contingencies consistent with standard airport capital
Des Plaines, Illinois 60018 ! program practices. Please see FAA’s response to Campbell-Hill’s April 6,
2005 comments on the DEIS, specifically comment 95, on page U.4-561.
Re: DEIS for OMP proposal
Dear Ms Hunziker and Mr. MacMullen: 5 The cost estimate reported in the DEIS is the estimate of the capital

[ have previously submitted a Preliminary Statement on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) For Chicago’s Proposed "O'Hare Modernization Project”
(February 22, 2005) (copy enclosed)

I wish to incorporate my Preliminary Statement as part of this formal comment on
the DEIS. However, [ have some comments and additional questions which I believe are
very important and which the DEIS fails to answer. I pose these questions in this letter in
the hope that FAA’s prompt answers to these questions will enhance public confidence in
the FAA decisionmaking process.

Cost

1. What and where is the detailed cost estimate for the facilities listed in the Chicago
Master Plan and in the DEIS?

2. Does the detailed cost estimate include a contingency factor? If so where is that
factor listed and how much is the contingency percentage and amount? I am
advised that a proper and prudent contingency factor and amount for a project as
large as and as early in planning and design as the Master Plan-OMP project
would be at least 25 % and that a proper contingency cost estimate here would
total several billion dollars.

3. Does the detailed cost estimate include “capitalized interest”? I am advised that
under generally accepted accounting principles capitalized interest should be
included in the cost estimate. See Financial Accounting Standards Board,
Statement of Financial Accounting Standards No. 34: Capitalization of Interest
Cost, October 1979,

T8 TATiERY PRSFED ON PARR MAGE 0 RECTELED RS (D)

[
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]

-

cost—also referred to as project cost or construction cost. This cost
estimate does not include financing costs. Capitalized interest has been
considered by the City in the financing plan for capital development—
but as one of several financing costs, and not as part of the capital cost
estimate.

In preparing the financial plan for OMP, the City considered capitalized
interest and other financing costs. The City’s financial plan reported in
the O’'Hare Master Plan, and referenced in the DEIS, includes assumed
capitalized interest for OMP. The City’s recent bond issuances related to
OMP capital costs included capitalized interest for future projects. The
fact that this financing cost was not included as a capital cost (because it
is not a capital cost) does not mean that either (a) it was ignored, or (b) it
should be added to the estimated capital cost.
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Financing
4. Where is a copy of Chicago’s plan for financing the cost of the Master Plan-OMP

project? I presume that FAA would require competent and detailed evidence to
assure that there are sufficient financial assurances that Chicago and the airlines
can finance and pay for the Master Plan-OMP project. Indeed such evidence that
Chicago can pay for the non-federal portions of the project is a statutory
requirement before FAA can award federal AIP funds. For the FAA to simply
“assume” that the billions of dollars needed to pay for the Master Plan-OMP
project is hardly evidence sufficient to comply with this requirement.

Phase [

I preface my questions about Phase I with some preliminary observations. Fair
and objective analysis of the cost and financial information that is available must
make it obvious to even the most ardent OMP booster that the “full” OMP project
cannot and will not be built. Neither Chicago, the O'Hare based airlines, nor the
federal government can assemble the billions needed to build the massive “full”
OMP project — even at the FAA’s low-ball $14.2 billion cost estimate used in the
DEIS.

The only “real” project being proposed by Chicago and the airlines serving
O’Hare is a much smaller project which Chicago calls “Phase I". Unlike the
“full” OMP, which involves both extensive runway construction and major new
terminal construction, Phase I is limited to two new runways and an extension of
an existing runway. Unlike the “full” OMP, which has not received required
airline approval and financial commitment under the “Majority In Interest”
(“MII”), the airlines have given MII approval for Phase I. It is the “Phase I”
project which is the only “real” project that is being proposed and FAA should
examine Phase I as the real proposal (not the ephemeral and unachievable full
OMP) and Phase I is the project proposal against which FAA must examine any
alternatives.

. Given these observations, what are the alternatives to Phase [?

As I understand the situation, if Phase I is all that Chicago and the airlines can
afford to build or are willing to build, Phase I will require a “blended alternative”
involving Phase [ with d d g at O’Hare coupled with the use of
other airports in the region and perhaps other hub airports elsewhere.

If that is true why can’t there be a “blended alternative” which involves the use of
the existing O’Hare with demand management at O’Hare coupled with the use of
other airports in the region and perhaps other hub airports elsewhere? As I
understand FAA’s demand management authority, FAA can require schedule
adjustments to avoid or reduce delays to acceptable levels without the need to
destroy any homes or businesses or religious cemeteries. Further, the use of other
airports in the region insures that there is adequate capacity to accommodate
traffic growth.

Comment

Response

6

The detailed cost estimate referred to in response to comment 3 has been
posted on the FAA’s Document Library website,
http://www.agl.faa.gov/OMP/.

In response to this comment, as well as others, the FAA has expanded
the discussion of the financial feasibility of the OMP in Chapter 1,
Section 1.7.

The FAA respectfully disagrees with the commenter’s opinions
regarding the financial feasibility of the OMP. The basis for FAA’s
disagreement can be found in the responses to Campbell-Hill’s April 6,
2005 comments on the DEIS, please see Campbell-Hill Section 3.0,
beginning on page U.4-558.

Please see FAA’s response to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on
the DEIS, specifically comment 103, on page U.4-568.

Please see response to comment 3 on the previous page. Also, please see
the FAA’s responses to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the
DEIS, specifically Campbell-Hill Section 2.0, Campbell-Hill Section 3.0 and
Campbell-Hill Section 4.0, beginning on pages U.4-525, U.4-558, and U.4-
581, respectively.

10

The FAA has evaluated the commenter’s proposals in a new Section 3.6
in Chapter 3.
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10.

Religious Freedom Protection
under the First Amendment and
the Federal Religious Freedom Restoration Act

1 have several questions about FAA’s apparent abdication of its duties under the
federal Religious Freedom Restoration Act and FAA’s apparent financial support
and participation in Chicago’s deprivation of the rights of the religious cemeteries
which FAA and Chicago have targeted for destruction.

Why has the FAA stonewalled the Religious Objectors and refused to answer
their questions which they have been asking for two years about whether the FAA
is going to recognize and enforce the Religious Objectors’ rights under federal
Religious Freedom Restoration Act and the First Amendment? Because FAA has
stonewalled on ing these questions, | am going to ask these questions
myself and am requesting prompt s.

Does FAA agree that the destruction and removal of the Rest Haven and St.
Johannes cemeteries will inflict a “substantial burden” on the religious practices
and beliefs of the Religious Objectors within the meaning of the First Amendment
Free Exercise Clause and the federal Religious Freedom Restoration Act? If FAA
does not agree, what are the reasons for FAA’s disagreement?

. Does FAA agree that the affidavits previously submitted to the FAA by the

Religious Objectors are sufficient evidence of the fact that the destruction and
removal of the Rest Haven and St. Johannes cemeteries will inflict a “substantial
burden” on the religious practices and beliefs of the Religious Objectors within
the meaning of the First Amendment Free Exercise Clause and the federal
Religious Freedom Restoration Act? If FAA does not agree, what are the reasons
for FAA’'s disagreement?

Does FAA agree that Chicago and the State of Illinois have treated the Rest
Haven and St. Johannes religious cemeteries differently from all other religious
institutions in the State of Illinois (including all other religious cemeteries in
Illinois) by stripping the protections of the Illinois Religious Freedom Restoration
Act (Illinois RFRA) from the Rest Haven and St. Johannes religious cemeteries
while preserving the protections of Illinois RFRA for all other religious
institutions in the State of Illinois (including all other religious cemeteries in
Illinois)? If FAA does not agree, what are the reasons for FAA’s disagreement?

.Does FAA agree that the differential treatment of the Rest Haven and St

Johannes religious cemeteries from all other religious institutions in the State of
Illinois (including all other religious cemeteries in Illinois) — by stripping the
protections of the Illinois Religious Freedom Restoration Act (Illinois RFRA)
from the Rest Haven and St. Johannes religious cemeteries while preserving the
protections of Illinois RFRA for all other religious institutions in the State of
Illinois (including all other religi teries in Illinois) — violates the
constitutional guarantees of Equal Protection of the law? If FAA does not agree,
what are the reasons for FAA's disagreement?

Comment

Response

11

The FAA has been requested to respond to these questions that
summarize the issues the commenter has presented to the agency on this
subject. After careful review of these questions, we believe that Sections
5.22 and 5.23 are responsive to those issues, and we direct the
commenter’s attention to that portion of the Final EIS.
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12,

13.

15.

Does FAA agree that, pursuant to the requirements of the First Amendment Free
Exercise Clause, FAA cannot allow the destruction and removal of St. Johannes
and Rest Haven religious cemeteries without first demonstrating: 1) that there is a
compelling governmental need to destroy these religious cemeteries and 2) that
there are no alternatives to meet that governmental need that would not destroy
these religious cemeteries? If FAA does not agree, what are the reasons for
FAA’s disagreement?

Does FAA agree that, pursuant to the requirements of the federal Religious
Freedom Restoration Act, FAA cannot allow the destruction and removal of St.
Johannes and Rest Haven religious cemeteries without first demonstrating: 1) that
there is a compelling governmental need to destroy these religious cemeteries and
2) that there are no alternatives to meet that governmental need that would not
destroy these religious cemeteries? If FAA does not agree, what are the reasons
for FAA’s disagreement?

- Does FAA contend that there is a compelling governmental need to destroy and

remove St. Johannes and Rest Haven religious cemeteries? If so, please set forth
the evidence which demonstrates that compelling governmental need. [ am
particularly interested in the answer to this question because I understand that one
of the cemeteries is to be destroyed simply to allow the moving of a shipping
company facility onto the cemetery site. Please identify which shipping company
in FAA’s mind represents a “compelling” governmental need sufficient to justify
the destruction of a religious cemetery. Please tell me why there is a “compelling
governmental to destroy the other religious cemetery when much of the delay
“problem” at O’Hare is — by FAA’s own acknowledgment — self inflicted by
airline over scheduling and when this “problem” can be remedies both the stroke
of a pen through FAA demand management.

Does FAA contend that there are no alternatives to meet the governmental need
which FAA says requires the destruction and removal of St. Johannes and Rest
Haven religious cemeteries? If so, please set forth the evidence which
demonstrates that there are no alternatives to meet the governmental need which
would not destroy and remove St. Johannes and Rest Haven religious cemeteries.

. Does FAA agree that the determination of contested issues of law and fact as to

the claims for protection of the Religious Objectors’ religious rights — under the
First Amendment Free Exercise Clause and under the Equal Protection
component of the Fifth Amendment under the doctrine of Bolling v. Sharpe, 347
U.S. 497 (1954, — fall within the mandate of Article III of the Constitution that
these issues be determined by an Article IIl Court. If FAA does not agree, what
are the reasons for FAA’s disagreement?

. Does the FAA agree that determination of contested issues of law and fact as to

the FAA’s compliance with federal RFRA falls within the Article [Il mandate and
that the determination of these disputed legal and factual issues must be made by
an Article IIl Court? If FAA does not agree, what are the reasons for FAA’s
disagreement?
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18. Does the FAA agree that the FAA decisions — as to whether to: 1) approve the
Airport Layout Plan for the OMP, 2) approve the elements of the OMP in the
NPIAS-CIP, 3) approve PFC and AIP funding for the OMP — are adjudications
within the meaning of 5 U. 8. C. §551?  If FAA does not agree, what are the
reasons for FAA’s disagreement?

19. Does the FAA agree that Religious Objectors are entitled to participate as
opposing parties to Chicago’s requests for FAA approval in these various FAA
decision-making actions? If FAA does not agree, what are the reasons for FAA’s
disagreement?

20. Does the FAA agree that in such FAA decision-making proceedings the Religious
Objectors have liberty and property rights in the continued sanctity and physical
integrity of these two religious cemeteries that are protected by the Due Process
Clause? If FAA does not agree, what are the reasons for FAA’s disagreement?

- Does the FAA agree that the Due Process rights of the Religious Objectors in
these FAA adjudicatory proceedings trigger the application of 5 U.S.C. §554 (and
§§556 and 557) under the holding of Wong Yang Sung v. McGrath, 339 U.S. 33
(1950). If FAA does not agree, what are the reasons for FAA's disagreement?

22. Does the FAA agree that under the Due Process Clause, the Religious Objectors
have a right to be provided the data, communications and other material
hanged between Chicago and the FAA as well as the evidentiary material
developed intenally by FAA (relating to the proposed FAA adjudicatory
decisions at issue) at a meaningful time and in a meaningful manner? If FAA does
not agree, what are the reasons for FAA’s disagreement?

- When will FAA provide Religious Objectors with the data, communications and
other material exchanged between Chicago and the FAA as well as the
evidentiary material developed internally by FAA relating to the proposed FAA
adjudicatory decisions at issue? I am particularly concerned about FAA’s
continued withholding of documents which relate to FAA’s decisionmaking
processes on the OMP-Master Plan projects. I am advised that the FAA has
withheld thousands of pages of documents from the Religious Objectors under
some as yet unspecified claim of FOIA exemption. Of course you know that
FOIA exemptions are inapplicable to FAA’s duties to include in its administrative
record all of the materials FAA has considered and FAA's corresponding duty to
provide the Religious Objectors opportunity to examine and comment on these
documents prior to FAA decisions in this matter.

The Need for Full Disclosure

There is a paramount need for full disclosure by Chicago and the FAA about
critical elements of the Master Plan-OMP project.

It is clear that there have been significant affirmative distortions of facts by FAA
and Chicago as well as material omissions of critical adverse factual information. For
example, as discussed above, neither Chicago nor FAA has released a full “quantity and
unit” estimate for the full OMP including such elements as customary and prudent project

2
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Please see the response to this comment on page U.2-31.
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cost contingencies and capitalized interest. Failure to make such disclosures gives the
public, the federal taxpayer and the investors who must buy the bonds to pay for the
project an accurate assessment of the financial and aviation strengths and weakness of the
project.

Similarly, as pointed out by the Religious Objectors and the communities in
Bensenville and Elk Grove Village, failure to model and disclose the serious delay and
capacity problems that will result from the full OMP at likely higher levels of demand —
as opposed to the relatively low demand levels used in the FAA analysis — gives the
public and the investment community a false and misleading image of the capabilities (or
more accurately the lack of capabilities) of the full OMP.

This requirement of detailed full disclosure — on both the strengths and
especially the weaknesses of the full OMP (and the Phase I project) — is not just some
ephemeral “do-good” nostrum. In the post-Enron, post MCI world, Chicago cannot go to
the bond market hiding critical flaws in the financial and aviation elements of the project.
See e.g., the recent opinion of the United States District Court in n re Worldcom, Inc.
Securities Litigation, 346 F.Supp.2d 628 (S.D.N.Y. 2004) holding that underwriters who
help companies and governments sell bonds to the investing public have strict “due
diligence” obligations to investigate and disclose the existence of material misstatements
and material omissions in bond prospectuses.

The problems identified in this by the Religious Objectors and Bensenville and
Elk Grove Village should serve as a “red flag” to any underwriters seeking to sell OMP
related bonds. Further, these problems should serve as a “red flag” to senior officials in
the FAA who are being asked to make major financial commitments of taxpayer money
based on either material affirmative misstatements or material omissions of significant
facts in the DEIS documents. The taxpaying public has as much right to the protection of
full disclosure as the bond investors.

Conclusion

Thank you for your assistance with this matter. I look forward to your reply.

Sincerely yours,

Py Pl

Henry J. Hyde

Comment
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As noted in response to comment 3, the FAA has reviewed additional
cost information related to the City’s proposed O’'Hare Modernization
Program (OMP). This additional cost information provided by the City
has been posted to the FAA’s website, http://www.agl.faa.gov/OMP/.

As discussed in Section 1.7 of Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, the FAA has
concluded that the City’s cost estimate and financing plan are reasonable
for the purposes of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

13

The FAA respectfully disagrees with this comment. The FAA’s
simulation modeling of the OMP is based on appropriate levels of
demand within the reasonable foreseeable future.

14

The FAA notes that the bonding opinion is publicly available and it is up
to the free marketplace to determine if adequate information is available.
Further, approval of AIP/PFC funding is subject to review outside the
NEPA process.

Also, please see response to comment 12.
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Comment | Response
15 Comment noted.

16 For reasons explained in detail in the responses throughout this
document, the FAA respectfully disagree with the commenter’s

for th i imi 1
Thack: you for the pphrtuniy 5 Preseol By preliaindry oomokents 10 he characterization of the Draft EIS.

Federal Aviation Administration on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

for Chicago’s proposed “O’Hare Modemization Project” or “OMP”. I emphasize that
these are preliminary comments since I intend to file more detailed comments prior to the
close of the comment period.

What is striking about the massive several thousand page DEIS is the “Alice
In Wonderland™ quality of the document. The DEIS is filled with hundreds of maps,
pictures and drawings and thousands of pages of text. Yet there is very little discussion,
analysis, or factual support on several key issues relating to the project. It seems as if the
thousands of pages of text and drawings are designed to camouflage this dearth of critical
information and analysis on the proposed O’Hare expansion project.

Compounding this impression of surrealism is the fact that when a few words
of analysis are put forward in the EIS, the FAA’s conclusions are demonstrably false and
are contradicted by plain fact.

Let me give a few illustrations:

L. The Cost of the Project. Chicago has long claimed that its O’Hare
expansion project would cost 36.6 billion dollars. In February of 2004, Chicago admitted
to the Chicago Tribune and the Daily Herald that the cost was $14.8 billion dollars.
Later that same year Chicago admitted to the Los Angeles Times that the project would
cost $15 billion.

There are two components of these $14.8 billion and $15 billion cost
estimates given to the news media in 2004 that are important to note. First, these
estimates were openly based on outdated cost information, i.e., major components were
costed in 1999 and 2001 dollars rather than 2002 dollars. Second, these estimates did
include a component known as “capitalized interest”, i.e., the financing charges which
Chicago and the airlines must pay to build the project and which, according to proper

accounting principles, must be included in the capital cost of the project. An example of
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Comment Response
17 Please see response to comments 3-8 of this document, beginning on
page U.2-29.

this capitalized interest is Chicago’s agreement with the airlines to defer their debt
payments on the runways — an agreement that Chicago says is “pavement before
payment”, This “capitalized interest” component of the cost is not a trivial sum — it
amounts to billions of dollars — and it must be included in the overall cost of the project.

Fast forward to the DEIS and the FAA's cost estimate. To the FAA’s credit,
FAA included an adjustment in the Chicago's cost estimate to reflect 2004 costs as
contrasted with 1999 and 2001 dollars. But Mirabile Dictu, the FAA cost estimate of
$14.1 billion actually went down from the cost estimates Chicago has given the Tribune,
Daily Herald and Los Angeles Times. And inexplicably missing from the FAA cost
estimate is any mention of capitalized interest — a multi-billion dollar item that the FAA
must have intentionally overlooked. This deliberate ovclrsight improperly chopped
Sbillions off the cost of the expansion project.

As our Illinois Senator Everett Dirksen used to say: “A billion here and a

=
-

billion there and pretty soon you're talking real money". The FAA’s cost estimate should
include all the elements of the cost of the project.

2. How is Chicago going to pay for the project? I find it incredible that
the several thousand page EIS contains but one sentence of analysis on the critical issue
of Chicago (and the airlines) ability to pay for the enormous costs of this project. The
FAA in the DEIS simply “assumes” that the billions of dollars needed to build the project
will magically appear. FAA then builds on this unsupported and incredible one sentence
assumption ( ie, that the money will somehow appear) to leap to the equally
unsupportable conclusions that Chicago’s massive O’Hare expansion project is “feasible
and prudent” and that Chicago (the sponsor) has the financial resources to pay for the
project.

This issue of financial feasibility to pay these enormous costs has several
critical implications. First, if the full OMP is a financial pipedream — which it appears
to be — then the entire DEIS analysis falls apart like a house of cards. If the full OMP is

Response to Comments U.2-37 July 2005



O’Hare International Airport Final EIS

— in the words of the Dot Com bubble simply “vaporware” — then FAA should be
looking at the expansion project that Chicago and the airlines say they can finance eg,a
much smaller in scale “Phase One”. Moreover, instead of examining alternatives to the
full, financially unaffordable OMP, FAA should examine alternatives to meeting the
region’s aviation needs that are alternatives to Phase One.

Second, the unsupportable financial burden imposed by the full OMP needs to
be disclosed and examined for its impact on the major airlines at O*Hare (United and
American), on their employees, and on the investors who would be asked to buy the
$billions in bonds to build the full OMP. United has just defaulted on several hundred
million dollars in bonds that were used to build United’s existing terminal at O’Hare. Do
we really think United is in the kind of financial health to pay for $billions more in
additional debt? Assuming United were foolish enough to sign on the dotted line to
obligate itself to pay this huge new bond debt, do the words “serial bankruptcy” come to
mind?

American Airlines is not in much better shape. And the FAA makes no
mention of the fact that American and United refused to give their required contractual
approval (called “Majority in Interest” approval) to the huge terminal component of the
O’Hare expansion — i.e., the “World Gateway Project”.

Indeed, nowhere in the DEIS — which purports to deal with issues of project
“feasibility and prudence” — is there any mention of the ability of the major airlines to
bear their share of the financing burden of the project. Nor — despite the requirement
the DEIS examine economic impacts of the project — is there any analysis of the
economic impact of this enormous cost on the future financial viability of the airlines if
they are so foolish as to sign on for this huge debt.

Similarly, there is no discussion in the DEIS of the impact of this huge debt on

the economic welfare of the tens of thousands of employees who work for these airlines.

The airlines penchant for robbing “Peter to pay Paul” is already evident in this project,
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United Airlines is proposing to take on billions of dollars in financially imprudent debt
while at the same time refusing to pay its pension obligations to its employees. Instead of
saddling itself with mountains of additional debt for a questionable project by advocating
“pavement before payment”, United should be advocating pensions before payment,

But the burden imposed on airlines employees does not stop at pensions. It
does not take a rocket scientist to figure out that payment of this huge debt will require
the airlines to pass the unit cost of this debt onto their passengers — raising the O"Hare
airlines cost per passenger to astronomical levels. In today’s low-cost airline
environment, imposing these costs on the O’Harc based airlines is tantamount to
economic suicide. The newer low cost carriers are already devouring huge chunks of
United and American’s domestic markets. Making United and American into much
higher cost airlines with the huge indebtedness of Chicago’s proposed O’Hare expansion
will simply accelerate the job loss and economic pain already endured by their
employees.

But airlines and their employees are not the only victims of the economic
profligacy inherent in Chicago’s proposed O*Hare expansion. Consider the bondholders
and the taxpayers. Inherent in any analysis of the economic impacts of the project —
especially given the recent United default on its O’Hare bonds — is the impact of this
huge debt on the people who purchase the bonds. Though the DEIS says it analyzes
economic impacts, totally missing from the DEIS is any analysis of the financial
feasibility of the project, the economic impact of the project on O’Hare aitlines, or the
economic impact on bondholders if the airlines are unable to pay this enormous debt.

But giving a “haircut” (i.e., defaulting on the bonds) is not the only possible
impact of this huge indebtedness. A similar situation to the proposed O'Hare expansion
(albeit on a smaller scale) has occurred in St. Louis. There, St. Louis improvidently
moved forward on a $1 billion (as opposed to $15 billion at O’Hare) runway project
which the St. Louis based airlines cannot afford, The prospective hi gh debt costs at St.
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Louis have given them a double whammy — loss of flights and the unwillingness of new

airlines to bring flights to St. Louis because of the high costs. One of the “solutions” now

being widely discussed in St. Louis is the possibility of imposing a metropolitan-wide tax

on St. Louis and its suburbs to subsidize the airlines and pay a portion of the airport

expansion costs. Consider the tax impacts on residents in the suburbs of Cook, DuPage,

Will, Lake and McHenry counties if the huge multi-billion dollar debt burden of the

O’Hare expansion were placed on their backs.

3. Alternatives. There are a number of aspects of the DEIS alternatives

analysis that defy reality.

First, the FAA compares the full OMP with other alternatives such a other
airports but fails to identify alternatives to lesser scale projects such as OMP
Phase One.. For the reasons set forth above (and others which I will address in
my formal comments letter), the full OMP is little more than a pipedream — a
fictional project that will never reach fruition. The only “real” project proposed
by Chicago and the airlines is “Phase One”. If Phase One is the only project
which Chicago and the airlines can reasonably afford, FAA must identify and
consider alternatives on the premise that Phase One is all that Chicago and the
airlines can or will build. Such a recognition would necessarily change FAA’s
alternatives analysis dramatically since FAA acknowledges that Phase One falls
far short of the region’s needs. Of necessity an alternatives evaluation in light of
Phase One would require FAA to consider the use of other regional airports and
the use of other hubs.

Second, FAA’s alternatives analysis dismisses the use of other regional airports
without any supportable analysis. FAA’s major premise appears to be that
existing regional airports have not had much impact on O’Hare’s market share
and that consequently — in the face of capacity limits at O’Hare — other airports
would not carry significant local traffic that would otherwise have used O’Hare.

Comment

Response
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In response to this comment, as well as others, the FAA has
expanded the discussion of the financial feasibility of the OMP to
Chapter 1, Section 1.7. Also, please see the response to comments
88-119 within Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2004 comments on the DEIS,
document number 050406_37, beginning on page U.4-558 of this
appendix.

With regard to the possibility of St. Louis imposing a metropolitan-
wide tax, the FAA understands that no local tax dollars or revenue
are being used for their expansion project, see http://www.lambert-
pmo.org/id39.asp. Should any such tax be levied, this would reflect
the will of local communities in the St. Louis area.

19

OMP Phase I was assessed by the FAA in the Draft EIS, designated
as Alternative B. Alternative B was found to not meet the purpose
and need. Alternative B reduces delay, but not nearly as well as
other O’Hare Development alternatives. Based on simulation
modeling, it appears that Alternative B is least effective in
accommodating projected demand and does not alleviate the
existing disparity between VFR and IFR capacity. For further
information see Section D.7, Appendix D of the EIS. Alternative B
also requires future terminal facilities to be separated from existing
terminal facilities by an active runway (Runway 14R/32L).
Alternative B was therefore eliminated from further consideration.
Please see Chapter 3 of the EIS for the full context of this
determination.
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But the actual experience of Midway shows that other regional airports can (and
have) accommodated increasing shares of local traffic with Midway going from
virtually zero percent in 1979 to more than 30% today. With Midway rapidly
reaching capacity, there is no reason why other airports such as the new South
Suburban airport or Milwaukee, Rockford or even Gary could not carry the local
traffic shortfall not served by a capacity limited O*Hare.

Third, this use of other airports alternative must be considered as a “blended
alternative™ even with the full OMP because it is clear that the full OMP — using
either of the more current FAA official forecasts (i.e., the 2003 or 2004 Terminal
Area Forecasts (“TAF") as opposed to the much lower 2002 TAF used in the
DEIS — reveals the fact that the full OMP will be out of capacity either at the
time it opens or within a few short years after it opens. This major capacity
shortfall by the full OMP necessarily requires FAA to consider the use of other
regional airports to handle traffic O’Hare cannot handle as a “hybrid” alternative
in order for the regional traffic demand to be met. FAA’s summary rejection of
other local airports is without any logical or empirical justification.

Fourth, it is clear that other hubs can and have been used to accommodate
transfer traffic. American and United have in the past and will in the future
transfer connection routes between their other hubs and O’Hare. Other transfer
traffic can be accommodated by other hubs of other airlines. Again FAA’'s
summary rejection of other hub airports is without any logical or empirical
Jjustification.

Fifth, the FAA must consider the use of demand management as a realistic
component of a “hybrid” alternative that combines some version of O’Hare (e.g.
existing O’Hare, or some additional runways, ot the full OMP) with demand
management and use of other airports. There is no question that FAA has the
authority and the responsibility to prevent irrational and wasteful use of scarce

‘
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The FAA conducted a comprehensive analysis of the use of other
airports as an alternative. The use of other airports examined the use of
other mid-continent hubs as well as the use of other regional airports, see
Chapter 3 and Appendix C of the EIS. Also, please see the FAA’s
response to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments on the DEIS,
specifically, comments 120-140, beginning on page U.4-581. where the
same issues are addressed by FAA in greater detail.

21

The FAA respectfully disagrees that “the full OMP will be out of capacity
either at the time it opens or within a few short years after it opens.”
Please see the FAA’s responses to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005 comments
on the DEIS, specifically, comments 43-87, beginning on page U.4-525,
where the same issues are addressed by FAA in greater detail.

The FAA did consider the use of other regional airports within a
“blended alternative” as requested, please see Chapter 3 of the EIS.

22

Please see response to comment 20.
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airport and airspace facilities. Indeed, the current FAA scheduling order in effect
at O'Hare shows that unacceptable levels of delays can be addressed simply by
the stroke of a pen. Moreover, O'Hare with the demand management techniques
now in place at O'Hare should be considered the base-line for consideration of the
existing O'Hare with other alternatives.

. Sixth, one of the central premises of FAA’s rejection of other realistic alternatives
is the unsupported claim that FAA has no current legal power to cause traffic
growth to occur at other airports rather than at O’Hare. On the contrary FAA has
ample power to cause traffic growth to be reallocated between O’Hare and other
local and hub airports. FAA has both the power of the pen and the power of the
purse. FAA can use its power of the pen to impose demand management
techniques to control undesired levels of traffic at O’Hare. FAA can also make
decisions not to issue discretionary AIP grants which will have the effect of
limiting growth at O’Hare and sending traffic growth to other local and other hub
airports.

4. FAA’s Refusal to meet its responsibilities under the Free Exercise of
the First Amendment and the federal Religious Freedom Restoration Act.
Inexplicably — despite its earlier promise to do so — FAA has refused to address its
responsibilities under the Free Exercise Clause of the First Amendment and the federal
Religious Freedom Restoration Act. These two laws — one constitutional and one
statutory — have very simple requirements and prohibitions.

If a governmental project — here OMP — will cause substantial injury to
religious practices and beliefs then the government is prohibited from undertaking the
project unless the government can affirmatively demonstrate: 1) that there is a
“compelling governmental need” for the project and 2) that there is no alternative to
meeting that governmental need without causing the injury to the religious practices and
beliefs.

Comment

Response
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With regard to congestion management alternatives, the FAA
evaluated the use of congestion management in the DEIS, see
Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2.

In addition, the FAA has evaluated the commenter’s proposals in a
new Section 3.6 in Chapter 3.

Similar comments have been raised by other commenter’s in greater
detail, please see the FAA’s response to Karaganis-Cohn’s April 6,
2005 comments on the DEIS, specifically, comments 106-143,
beginning on page U.4-439.

Also, please see the FAA’s response to Campbell-Hill’s April 6, 2005
comments on the DEIS, specifically, comments 120-140, beginning
on page U.4-581. where the same issues are addressed by FAA in
greater detail.

25

Please see the response to this comment on page U.2-45.
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Here there is no question that the OMP — including Phase One — will cause
serious injury to the religious beliefs and practices of the families and religious members
whose loved ones are buried at St. Johannes Cemetery and Rest Haven Cemetery. The
OMP calls for the destruction of sacred graves; and the religious beliefs of the church
groups that founded and maintain the cemeteries hold that these graves are sacrosanct and
must be preserved without violation until Judgment Day.

Nor is there any question that Chicago has “targeted” these two religious
cemeteries for discriminatory treatment not inflicted on any other religious institutions in
the State of Illinois. In what can only be considered a perversion of the Illinois Religious
Freedom Restoration Act (a law that was intended to protect religious freedom) Chicago
convinced to Illinois legislature to add a new section to Illinois RFRA — a section that
expressly states that these two religious cemeteries (and only these two religious
cemeteries out of all religious institutions in the state) shall no longer have the protection
of Illinois RFRA.

There is no question therefore that the First Amendment's Free Exercise of
Religion Clause applies here and that Chicago is trying to destroy the constitutional
religious rights of the St Johannes and Rest Haven congregations.

Moreover, FAA cannot, like the Romans in the days of Pontius Pilate, simply
avoid responsibility by saying that the constitutional injury is being caused by Chicago
and not the FAA. FAA is complicit with Chicago’s constitutional violations on several
levels. First, Chicago is seeking FAA’s financial assistance and approval of other federal
financing tools (e.g., Passenger Facility Charges). FAA’s financial assistance for the
destruction of these religious cemeteries makes FAA and FAA officials knowingly
complicit and participants in the constitutional violation.

Moreover, FAA has additional federal religious statutory responsibilities
which restrict FAA’s ability to: 1) either approve the OMP and the destruction of these
religious cemeteries or 2) to provide funding assistance for their destruction. FAA has
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statutory responsibilities under the federal Religious Freedom Restoration Act that are
virtually identical to those of the First Amendment Free Exercise Clause. Under the
federal RFRA statute FAA is prohibited from funding or approving any project that
would (as with OMP) involve serious injury to religious practices or beliefs unless FAA
can affirmatively demonstrate that: 1) there is a compelling governmental need for the
project and 2) that there are no alternatives to meet that need which would not cause
injury to the religious practices or beliefs.

Despite the clear prohibitions and protections of the First Amendment Free
Exercise Clause and the federal RFRA, FAA has been derelict in its duty. There is no
analysis whatsoever of the First Amendment and federal RFRA issues in the several
thousand page EIS.

Moreover, for almost two years, the FAA has repeatedly stonewalled
representatives of the religious cemeteries when these representatives have respectfully
asked FAA to comply with the law. Indeed, while stonewalling the religious
communities, FAA’s response has been to narrow its choices down to three O'Hare
“alternatives” — and all three call for destruction of these cemeteries.

FAA can run, but it cannot hide, from its constitutional and federal RFRA
responsibilities to protect the religious practices and beliefs from the blatant destruction
of these religious cemeteries. Clearly, the most basic analysis under either the First
Amendment standard or the federal RFRA standard will dictate that FAA and Chicago
are prohibited from destroying these religious cemeteries. Neither FAA nor Chicago can
demonstrate any compelling governmental need to destroy these cemeteries and neither
FAA nor Chicago can demonstrate that there are no alternatives (alternatives that would
not destroy the religious cemeteries) to meet that objective.

It is my considered belief that the federal courts will find that any proposed
O’Hare project which destroys the religious cemeteries and the access routes to those
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25 In response to this comment and others, the FAA has added Section 5.22
to Chapter 5 of the EIS for the FAA’s discussion of legal issues involving
potential relocation of St. Johannes and Rest Haven Cemeteries.

religious cemeteries is barred by the Free Exercise Clause of the First Amendment and

= 26 The FAA disagrees with the commenter’s assertion and hopes the
the federal RFRA statute . . . : TP
’ responses above clarify the issues raised within this statement as well as
CONCLUSION the written comments that precede it in this document.

It is clear that FAA has tried to paper over the severe technical, financial and
constitutional problems afflicting Chicago’s proposed O'Hare expansion by filling
several thousand pages with maps, pictures and texts that simply ignore the central
problems. This project cannot go forward in its present form — either as the full OMP or

as Phase One.
I will have more detailed comments in my written submission filed at the T
close of the comment period. .
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Comment Response
1 The comments on the alternatives analysis and the EIS in general are
noted. The FAA notes the Department’s statement that “the draft EIS
United States Depal‘tmeﬂt of the Interior w is throught, well written, and extremely detailed.” In the Final EIS,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY m the FAA has identified Alternative C as the Preferred Alternative, and
Washingtoo, DG 20240 mga}%{ documentation of the reasons for FAA’s identification of Alternative
C as the Preferred Alternative is also provided. Please see Chapter 3,
— APR 1 5 2005 Section 3.7.
2 Comment noted. Since publication of the Draft EIS, FAA has
rg; Philp Smithmeyer continued to coordinate extensively with the Fish and Wildlife
icago Airports District Office Manager R o
Federal Aviation Administration Service, the USEPA, the Illinois EPA, and the Army Corps of
2300 East Devon Avenue Engineers in order to identify appropriate mitigation for project-
Des Plaines, lllinois. 60013 related Waters of the U.S. and wetlands losses. The FAA has
Dear Mr. Smithmeyer: addressed the Department’s comments in the following responses,

some including revisions to the Draft EIS.
As requested, the U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the O’Hare Modernization Project — Major

Development at Chicago O’'Hare International Airport, Des Plains and DuPage River
Watersheds, Cook and DuPage Counties, lllinois. The Department offers the following
comments and recommendations for your consideration.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Overall, the draft EIS is thorough, well written, and extremely detailed. Although a

preferred alternative has not been chosen for this project (one will be identified in the El
final EIS), the three build alternatives are essentially the same and would result in the
same environmental impacts. All three build alternatives would result in greater
environmental impacts than the No-Action alternative. The alternatives retained for
detailed consideration include the No-Action Alternative (Alternative A) and the three
build alternatives (Alternatives C, D, and G). Alternatives C, D, and G are similar in
their layouts and impacts to resources. A blended alternative (a combination of pieces
from alternatives that do not rely on airport development, such as consideration of use
of other regional airports, coupled with a lesser amount of airport development) was
also considered as a way to reduce the amount of development. The Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) has not determined which alternative would be chosen, however, it
is likely to be one of the build alternatives since the No-Action Alternative does not
satisfy FAA's purpose and need. The FAA has noted a determination would be made
after the comment period on the draft EIS. This determination needs to be documented
in the final EIS.

Mitigation planning is not complete, so a thorough assessment of the project's impacts,
taking into consideration compensatory mitigation proposed to offset unavoidable |2
project impacts, cannot be done at this time. Additional review of the public notice and
supplemental public notice from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for
proposed wetland impacts and compensatory wetland mitigation will be completed by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) as part of Clean Water Act section 404 review
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process. Even though the draft EIS is thorough, the Department has recommendations
that should be included in the final EIS in order to make it more complete.

SECTION 4(f)/6(f) COMMENTS

Under consideration here are the Federal actions required to support a proposal by the
city of Chicago (City) to modernize Chicago O'Hare International Airport (O'Hare). The
FAA is the lead agency for the project. The FAA is being asked to approve an
amendment to the City's Airport Layout Plan (ALP) and is seeking Federal funding for
improvements to address existing and future delay and capacity problems. According
to the executive summary (p. ES-1), the other actions under consideration are:

. Establishment of air traffic control and airspace management procedures designed
to affect the safe and efficient movement of air traffic to and from the proposed
runways, as well as in the airspace surrounding the airport.

. Establishment of flight procedure modifications.

. Certifications as to the safety of instrumentation, procedures, and airfield
operations.

. Installation and/or relocation of navigational aids associated with the proposed new
and relocated runways.

Through a screening of potential alternatives, five action alternatives, a blended
alternative, and the No-Action Alternative were carried through the analysis. Under all
build alternatives, several parcels of land would be acquired. The draft EIS discusses
properties within the study area eligible to be considered under Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (48 USC 1653(f)), and section 6(f)(3) of the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (L&WCF; 16 USC 4601-8(f)(3)). The properties
to be directly impacted by the build alternatives include five historic properties, two
cemeteries, a farmstead, an abandoned gas station, and a geodesic dome residence.

A historic school, Green Street School in Bensenville, would be directly impacted only
by one build alternative (Alternative C). Also, included as Section 4(f) resources directly
impacted by all build alternatives are two city parks (Schuster Park and Bretman Park in
Bensenville), and one county forest preserve (Silver Creek).

Also considered are properties that have received assistance in the form of L&WCF
grants. Assistance from L&WCF places restrictions on actions that convert the use of
the property from recreational activities. Specifically, Section 6(f)(3) states:

“No property acquired or developed with assistance under this section shall,
without the approval of the Secretary [of the Interior], be converted to other than
public outdoor recreation uses. The Secretary shall approve such conversion
only if he finds it to be in accord with the then existing comprehensive statewide
outdoor recreation plan and only upon such conditions as he deems necessary to
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The FAA recognizes and concurs with the substance of the
Department’s commentary concerning the need for a Section 4(f)/6(f)
Evaluation. The FAA issued a Draft Section 4(f) and Section 6(f)
Evaluation on May 20, 2005. The information requested by the
Department was provided in that Evaluation. The Final Section 4(f)
and Section 6(f) Evaluation is provided in this Final EIS in
Appendix L.
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4 The exhibits 5-3 and 5-5 of the February 2000 Chicago O'Hare
Mr. Phillip Smithmeyer 3 International Airport Delineation of Wetland and Floodplain Areas
prepared by Harza Environmental Services is a previously published
assure the substitution of other recreation properties of at least equal fair market document and cannot be changed by FAA itself. However, FAA
value and of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location.” takes note of the Department’s comments on this matter, and we have

adjusted our records accordingly. As the Department noted, Exhibits

The document identifies only Bensenville’s Schuster Park as having received L&WCF 4.4-2 and 4.4-3 in the Draft EIS and the Final EIS are correct.

assistance and will be directly impacted by all build alternatives.

The potential exists for indirect impacts to other properties, primarily from increased
noise effects. Section 4(f) properties discussed as potentially affected by indirect
impacts include a historic house and two recreational facilities.

The FAA has not identified a preferred alternative, and it has not yet completed the
determinations of eligibility for inclusion in the Mational Register of Historic Places for all
properties listed above. It would be premature for the Department to provide a
complete statement on concurrence with any determination on Section 4(f) resources.
The draft EIS states in several places that an evaluation of affects to these resources
will be completed and reported in a Section 4(f)/6(f) Evaluation prior to the issuance of a
record of decision on this project. The Department would only ask that, due to the
complexity of some of the alternatives and the variable affects each may have, this
evaluation be completed and sent to the Department early enough so we may have
meaningful input into the decisions to be made,

With the information available at this point in the study, the Department could possibly
concur with a determination there are no prudent or feasible avoidance alternatives,
each of the proposed alternatives would result in impacts to the section 4(f)/6(f)
properties, and there are none that would avoid impacts to the identified properties.
The Department could not agree with measures to minimize harm to Section 4(f)/6(f)
resources since the mitigation discussion in the document is premature. The mitigation
presented in the draft EIS is generalized and not specific to the resources involved, and
none of the consultations necessary to determine the acceptability of these measures
have been completed. We will reserve final judgment until the FAA completes the
evaluation process.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Affected Environment

Section 4.4.3.2, Wetlands and Waters of the US: This section mentions the February [4_|
2000 Chicago O’Hare International Airport Delineation of Wetland and Floodplain Areas

prepared by Harza Environmental Services (which is included in appendix N of the draft

EIS). Exhibits 4.4-2 and 4.4-3 show all wetlands and other waters of the U.S. onsite.

We concur with these exhibits. However, the wetlands labeled NW26 through NW30 on

exhibit 4.4-2 are erroneously labeled as SW26 through SW30 on the Harza delineation

maps (on exhibits 5-3 and 5-5). This should be corrected in the final EIS to provide

consistency and clarification of the wetlands identified onsite.
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Environmental Consequences

Noise: This section discusses noise impacts on land use areas, which includes public
parks. However, there is no discussion of noise impacts on natural areas in the vicinity
of the airport, which include forest preserves such as the Des Plaines River Forest
Preserve and the Ned Brown Forest Preserve. Noise impacts and their effects on
wildlife resources in these areas should be considered and discussed in this section of
the final EIS.

Biotic Communities- Sections 5.10.1.1 and 5.10.2, Regulatory Context and Baseline
Conditions: These sections discuss FAA's position on land use practices that attract or
sustain populations of hazardous wildlife and resulting bird strikes. Information
regarding O'Hare's control of wildlife hazards is mentioned in this section and detailed
information regarding this issue is found in appendix N, section N.1.5.1. The U.S.
Department of Agriculture completed a biological assessment for O'Hare and a Wildlife
Hazard Management Plan (WHMP), which was updated in 2002. These studies and
the additional information found in appendix N would likely satisfy FWS requests made
in earlier correspondence for studies to determine if wetlands onsite are attracting
wildlife and creating potentially hazardous situations (the FWS letter can be found in
appendix S of the draft EIS). These studies are also consistent with the Memorandum
of Agreement (MOA) of 2003 between the FAA, FWS, and other agencies to address
aircraft-wildlife strikes (based on advisory circular 150/5200-33A). The studies should
also be included in an appendix in the final EIS.

These sections indicate the O'Hare complies with WHMP guidelines, which recommend
that potential wildlife threat to aircraft are prevented by limiting the number and location
of attractive habitats. Yet, at the bottom of page 5.10-4, it is stated the wildlife
management staff estimates some 70,000 birds have been harassed by aircraft at
O'Hare between 1999 and 2003, and not all bird-aircraft strikes are reported.

The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) has recently developed research on environmental
conditions resulting in aircraft-bird strikes. Application of the research is entered into an
expert system (on CD-ROM) that provides information on probability of bird location by
elevation, Universal Transverse Mercator location, and time of year to help flight
personnel avoid costly bird strikes and enhance the safety of aircraft and passengers,
as well as birds flying aloft in the vicinity. Birds could be a concern at the site if sucked
into an airplane engine, especially on takeoff. Perhaps this computer software would be
useful to O'Hare operations. Information about the CD availability can be retrieved from
the USGS, http://biclogy.usgs.gov, under Coop Units, Utah Cooperative Fish and
Wildlife Research Unit, or under Current Projects, aircraft-bird strikes.

Biotic Communities — Section 5.10.1.3, Methodologies: This section states the FWS
requested field surveys to investigate the potential presence of three threatened or
endangered species. In fact, the FWS requested surveys for only two species, the
eastern prairie fringed orchid and the eastern massasauga. The survey conducted for
small sundrops, which is indicated by a footnote as having been requested by the FWS,

e ]
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5

The FAA issued a Draft Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation on
May 20, 2005. The information requested concerning noise impacts
on natural areas in the vicinity of the Airport was provided in that
Evaluation. Wildlife resources within these parks and forest
preserves have been historically subjected to noise without known
effects. The Final Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation is provided
in this Final EIS in Appendix L.

The Department of Agriculture’s 2002 updated biological assessment
and Wildlife Hazard Management Plan has been included in
Appendix N to the Final EIS.

The corrections requested have been made to the Final EIS.
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8 The amount of mowed grass would be less with each of the Build
Mr. Phillip Smithmeyer 5 Alternatives compared to the No Action Alternative.
was not requested by the FWS since the species is a State-listed species but nota 9 FAA takes note of the Department’s comments regarding species that
Federally listed or proposed species. This di_stinction has been made in previous FWS are, or which may be, located in and around the Airport. The Final
correspondence with Harza in a letter found in appendix T of the draft EIS. EIS includ ropriate textual B} ted by th
Additionally, the eastern massasauga is not a federally threatened or endangered ! C’u €S appropriate textual coverage as suggested by the
species. It is a candidate species for Federal listing and any reference involving the Service’s comments on this matter.
FWS should indicate its correct status. Similar inconsistencies are found in the

threatened and endangered species section. These corrections need to be made in the
final EIS.

Biotic Communities — Sections 5.10.2 and 5.10.3, Baseline Conditions and Alternative
Analysis: These sections discuss existing ground cover at O'Hare and the proposed D
amounts for each build alternative. Of importance is the amount of existing mowed
grass (which is the second most common ground cover after buildings/paved surfaces)
and the various amounts of mowed grass proposed for each build alternative. It has
been indicated in numerous publications, such as Advisory Circular 150/5200-33A, that
large areas of mowed turf grass and other similar land-use practices can attract wildlife
(e.g., Canada geese) and increase the risk of bird strikes. The FAA should determine
the need for these additional mowed grass areas and be consistent with the Advisory
Circular and the WHMP. Other existing and proposed land-use areas should also be
consistent with the Advisory Circular.

Wetlands — Section 5.12.2, Baseline Conditions: This section mentions the wetlands )
onsite are providing relatively few beneficial wetland functions and values, including |9 |
values for wildlife habitat (this assessment is also noted in appendix N). Although the —
wetlands onsite have been disturbed from human activities, they are providing valuable

wildlife habitat in an extremely altered landscape. The value and importance of the

wetlands onsite, especially those on the west side of the airport, can also be seen in

spatial relationship to other natural areas within O'Hare's vicinity. The value of the

wetlands onsite is magnified due to their isolation from other natural areas because of

past alterations in the landscape within O'Hare's vicinity.

This section also mentions that one of the primary functions of the O'Hare's wetlands is
habitat for common wildlife species. We agree the wetlands onsite are providing habitat
for common wildlife species (as noted by bird, mammal, and other surveys found in
appendix N). However, several of the bird species listed in table N-7 are in need of
special conservation attention. Of the bird species listed in table N-7, upland sandpiper,
Wilson's phalarope, short-billed dowitcher, and stilt sandpiper are listed on both the
FWS Region 3 Fish and Wildlife Resource Conservation Priorities (RCP) list, and the
FWS Birds of Conservation Concern 2002 list. The black-crowned night heron, red-
shouldered hawk, northern pintail, eastern meadowlark, greater yellowlegs, and
northern flicker are also listed on the RCP list. All of these bird species are listed due to
their rare and/or declining status and, therefore, have a need for special conservation
attention. Additionally, several of the waterfowl listed in table N-7 are listed on the RCP
list for their recreational/economic value. These waterfowl species are blue-winged teal,
northern pintail, mallard, and wood duck. Birds listed on the FWS RCP list and Birds of
Conservation Concern 2002 list should be noted in the appropriate place in the text of
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10 FAA takes note of the Department’s comments on this matter. In
Mr. Phillip Smithmeyer 6 response to these comments, and similar comments from other

agencies, FAA undertook extensive consultation with the US Fish and

the final EIS and should be identified as such in table N-7. Impacts to habitat onsite Wildlife Service, the USEPA, the Illincis EPA, and the Army Corps of
would result in the loss of habitat for species that are residents and for species that Engineers concerning appropriate mitigation for project-related
stopover during their migrations. impacts on non-wetland Waters of the US and wetlands. The results
Two of the larger wetlands onsite, NW28 and SW15 (first and fourth largest, of this consultation process are described and discussed in the Final
respectively), are noted in this section to be the only wetlands onsite exhibiting Natural EIS.
Areas Rating Index (NARI) scores greater than 20. These NARI scores indicate above

average floristic quality. In addition, these scores qualify these wetlands as High
Quality Aquatic Resources (HQAR) per the USACE Chicago District Regional Permit
Program (RPP). These HQARs usually require higher mitigation ratios, therefore, these
wetlands should receive higher mitigation ratios than the proposed 1.5:1.0 ratio. We
recommend at least a 3.0:1.0 ratio, and this needs to be reflected in the final EIS.

Wetlands — Sections 5.12.2 and 5.12.4.1, Baseline Conditions and Conceptual
Wetlands Mitigation Plan: Table 5.12-1 and 5.12-4 (and Tables N-10, N-11, and N-17 in
appendix N) raise questions regarding cover types and mitigation ratios of the wetlands |i|
onsite. Regarding cover type, the applicable tables indicate that there are no forested
wetlands onsite. Footnotes note that approximately 21.7 acres of the wetlands onsite
were described as palustrine forested (PFO) wetlands by Harza in their 2000 wetland
delineation. All wetlands were classified by cover types according to the “Classification
of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States” by Cowardin et al. (1979).
However, several tables imply the USACE indicated that the originally described PFO
wetlands did not meet their criteria for PFO wetlands and that these wetlands have
been classified as palustrine scrub-shrub (PSS) wetlands for the purposes of analysis.

Staff from the FWS Chicago Field Office has been on tours of the wetlands onsite and
agree with the Harza original determination that PFO wetlands are located onsite,
based on the Cowardin definition. The Cowardin classification system has been in
general use since the late 1970s and is widely recognized as a professional standard
for classifying wetland types. Therefore, we recommend the final EIS properly identify
these wetlands as PFO, as originally prepared by Harza. For example, wetlands NW28
and SW15 were inspected on tours by FWS staff and contained a mixture of mature
woody vegetation throughout these wetlands including silver maple, green ash, and
American elm. Furthermore, section N.1.4.2 in appendix N states that wetland NW28,
which has the highest NARI rating onsite, is wooded and contains silver maple, crack
willow, green ash, and American elm. This section also notes SW15 has wooded
portions. In addition, proper classification of the PFO wetlands onsite should result in
higher mitigation ratios (e.g., 3.0:1.0) for these resources. These increased ratios need
to be reflected in the final EIS.

In regard to NW28, there are also discrepancies between the Harza description (noted
above) and the Harza 2000 wetland delineation. In table 2 of the 2000 wetland
delineation, all of NW28 is given a cover type of palustrine emergent (PEM) wetland that
is contradictory to the Harza description in section N.1.4.2 and the FWS wetland
inspection. This wetland may contain portions that are PEM, however, portions that
were inspected by FWS consisted of PFO wetland. As with the other PFO wetlands,
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this cover type should be corrected in the final EIS and a higher mitigation ratio should
be required. The acreage total for PFO wetlands identified in table 2 of the 2000
wetland delineation is not consistent with the 21.7 acres of PFO wetlands mentioned in
table 5.12-1 of the draft EIS. This could be due to the fact that the wetlands making up
the additional acreage (based on FWS calculations) consist of PFO wetlands and at
least one other wetland type. These wetlands need to be placed in their proper cover
types or by whichever cover type represents the highest acreage.

Cumulative Impacts

Sections 6.3.9, 6.3.10, and 6.3.11, Biotic Communities, Endangered and Threatened
Species of Flora and Fauna, and Wetlands: These sections discuss past, present, and
foreseeable cumulative impacts on natural resources at the airport and other areas
outside the airport which need to be considered in the cumulative impacts analysis as
described in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Numerous reasonably
foreseeable future actions are summarized in section 6.2.3.

Although all three sections discuss foreseeable impacts to these areas, each section
concludes that until specific plans are known, it is not possible to quantify the specific
cumulative impacts from the build alternatives and other regional projects on these
natural resources. The FAA should describe, to the best of its ability, all of the possible
impacts on these natural resources from all the reasonably foreseeable future actions,
listed in section 6.2.3, in the final EIS.

Table 6-8: This table is a summary of cumulative effects from past, present, proposed,
and reasonably foreseeable future actions on various resources. In particular, for
effects on biotic communities, endangered and threatened species of flora and fauna,
and wetlands, estimated cumulative effects on these resources all state that no
additional significant cumulative effects are expected on these resources. We disagree
with this conclusion. This conclusion is also contradictory to the statements in sections
6.3.9, 6.3.10, and 6.3.11 that note it is not possible to quantify the specific cumulative
impacts from the build alternatives and other regional projects on these natural
resources. With the substantial loss of natural resources projected to occur under
proposed actions and the natural resources that could be impacted from reasonably
foreseeable future actions, we believe the impacts would result in additional significant
cumulative effects on natural resources. For example, in section 6.3.11, the potential
impacts from the South Suburban Airport on wetlands are described as having the
potential to affect 364.4 acres of wetlands. This should likely be considered a
significant cumulative effect. The final EIS needs to reflect the significance of these
cumulative effects or provide more discussion and analysis showing how the FAA
arrived at these determinations of no additional significant cumulative effects.

Mitigation

Section 7.13, Wetlands: This chapter notes that appropriate mitigation measures would
be provided in the final EIS. Section 7.13 discusses the regulatory guidelines

[ ]
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The Final EIS provides, to the best of FAA’s ability, a description of
reasonably foreseeable cumulative impacts to biotic communities,
endangered and threatened species, flora, fauna, wetlands, and
other resource categories, see Chapter 6, Cumulative Impacts.

The FAA notes that the environmental impact statement for the
South Suburban Airport will address cumulative impacts which will
include other projects in the area.

12

The Final EIS contains a thorough discussion of a Waters of the US
and wetlands mitigation plan as developed in recognition of
anticipated, project-related impacts. This plan was developed in
consultation and close coordination with the US Fish and Wildlife
Service, the USEPA, the Illinois EPA, and the Army Corps of
Engineers. FAA will require the City to implement this plan.

The comment on aircraft/wildlife strikes is noted. General wildlife
groups were used to reference the most common involved wildlife
species in aircraft/wildlife strikes as reported in the attachment to
the MOA. Additionally, recent wildlife strike data at O’'Hare as
reported by the USDA, Animal and Plant Inspection Services, by
species, is included in Appendix N, Table N.1-1.

With regard to the request for the rationale for the determination of
the 1.0:1.0 mitigation ratio for Cook County isolated wetlands, the
FAA deemed this ratio appropriate for its purposes.
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associated with the Clean Water Act section 404 permit process. This chapter also
indicates that mitigation plans are still being developed. Given that 153 acres of
wetlands and other waters of the United States would be adversely affected, the FWS
recommends at least 414 acres of wetland mitigation be provided based on mitigation
ratios discussed in the draft EIS or recommended in the comments in this letter. Only
131 acres (for DuPage County wetlands) have been specifically identified. Prior to
completing the final EIS, identification of all mitigation sites and general mitigation
concepts should be completed.

It is noted in this section that the most common type of aircraft/wildlife collisions are
those with birds and the section specifically mentions gulls, waterfowl, and raptors
(information obtained from the MOA). This section (and any other applicable sections)
needs to indicate gulls refer to all species, and hawks refer primarily to red-tailed hawks.
In regard to waterfowl, Canada geese are responsible for most aircraft/wildlife collisions.
These changes should be made to be consistent with table 1 of the MOA and should be
included in the final EIS.

As noted in this section, the City's Conceptual Wetlands Mitigation Plan is included
within the Individual Permit Application provided to the USACE; and the FWS will
provide additional review on the related public notice and supplemental public notice.
Overall, the FWS concurs with the proposed wetland mitigation credits and ratios shown
in table 5.12-4 and table 7-1 (besides the changes recommended for the PFO wetlands
onsite, as previously mentioned). However, the FWS is not sure how the 1.0:1.0
mitigation ratio for Cook County isolated wetlands was determined. An explanation of
this determination needs to be in the final EIS.

The draft EIS provides several site selection criteria. We support an initial policy
preference for in-kind replacement for impacted wetlands; however, out-of-kind
wetlands that target FWS trust resources of conservation concern, particularly migratory
birds and birds listed on the FWS' RCP and Birds of Conservation Concern 2002 lists,
should also be included in the selection criteria. For example, the majority of wetlands
onsite are PEM-shallow wetlands. The creation or restoration of PEM-deepwater
wetlands and hemi-marsh would be beneficial to waterfowl and other marsh birds that
are of greater conservation importance. These selection criteria should be added to this
section and section 5.12.4.1 in the final EIS. In-kind replacement for PFO wetlands
should also be discussed in the final EIS. The mitigation plan and site selection criteria
needs to include provisions for long-term management with an endowment to provide
funding so a local entity (e.g., local forest preserve districts) with experience in wetland
management and maintenance can be acquired. Maintenance and management for
these areas needs to be done in perpetuity.

Mitigation proposals for potential mitigation sites are currently being reviewed by the
FWS as a part of the Mitigation Review Team (MRT). The MRT has chosen six sites,
on a preliminary basis, to undergo extensive review. The MRT may, at a future date,
request a supplemental list of mitigation sites from the City for review if the preliminarily
chosen sites are not satisfactory. Several of the chosen sites are for creek restoration
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Mr. Phillip Smith 9
RN . 14 The Final EIS has been updated to include this information.

projects. In order to be consistent with the site selection criteria of in-kind replacement,
there should be less of an emphasis on creek restoration (as the majority of the 15 The Final EIS has been updated to include this information.
wetlands onsite are PEM wetlands) and the wetlands onsite needs to be mitigated in-
kind as PEM wetlands.

16 The Final EIS has been updated to include this information.
Appendix N, Biological and Water Resources

The aforementioned changes referencing appendix N need to be made in applicable —
sections of appendix N in the final EIS. In addition to the previously mentioned lIS |
changes, we have the following recommended changes:

Section N.1.1, Wetlands: The Wildlife and Wildlife Hazards portion of this section | 7 |
indicates wetland and water birds (gulls, waterfowl, and wading birds) accounted for Enil
almost two-thirds of bird strikes nationwide noted in the Advisory Circular. These birds
are found at the wetlands on the airport. However, gulls, particularly ring-billed gulls,
are not attracted to the wetlands onsite, and Canada geese, which are involved in the
majority of waterfowl bird strikes at the airport, are primarily attracted to the mowed
grass areas at the airport. This section should be updated in the final EIS to include this
information.

Section N.1.5.2, Birds and Table N-7: For three of the listed bird species, table N-7 E'
incorrectly fails to indicate that the species are subject to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(MBTA). These three species are: cedar waxwing, northern pintail (not "common
pintail,” as listed), and American golden-plover (not “lesser golden-plover,” as listed).
These three species are protected under the MBTA. In the final EIS, table N-7 should
be corrected to indicate this fact and the number of bird species identified as being
protected by the MBTA that have been observed at the airport should be changed from
64 identified species to 67 identified species.

Section N.1.5.3 and N.1.5.5, Mammals and Threatened and Endangered Species:
These sections erroneously describe suitable roost trees used by the Federally

endangered Indiana bat by limiting the characteristics of such trees to dry cavities and M
hollow trees. The descriptions also state the lack of hardwood trees with dry cavities
and the fact no mature forests are found on the airport limit habitat availability for bats.
Although we agree Indiana bats are not likely present at the airport, due to isolation and
lack of connectivity of the wooded areas onsite to larger forested areas such as the Des
Plaines River Forest Preserve, there is suitable habitat present within the wooded areas
on the airport. During the summer, Indiana bats primarily roost under the exfoliating
bark of suitable roost trees and the roost trees used are not limited to specific hardwood
tree species (such as the hickories, walnuts, and oaks listed). Although they do roost in
the cavities and crevices of trees, they are more likely to roost under the loose bark of
suitable trees. This additional information needs to be provided in the final EIS for these
sections and other sections describing Indiana bat roosting habitat.
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17 The FAA appreciates receipt of the Department’s comments and
Mr. Phillip Smithmeyer 10 believes the Final EIS provides a thorough response to those
comments. FAA looks forward to continuing its productive
relationship with the Department in the future.
SUMMARY COMMENTS

The Department has a continuing interest in working with the FAA to ensure that
impacts to resources of concern to the Department are adequately addressed. For
matters related to section 4(f), please contact the Regional Environmental Coordinator,
Mick Chevance, Mational Park Service, Midwest Regional Office, 601 Riverfront Drive,
Omaha, Nebraska 68102, telephone (402) 661-1844. For issues related to section 6(f),
please contact Jim Krejci at the same address, telephone 402-661-1560. For matters
related to fish and wildlife resources and threatened and endangered species, please
continue to coordinate with the Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Ecological Services Field Office, 1250 South Grove, Suite 103, Barrington, lllinois
60010, telephone 847-381-2253. For matters related to USGS comments, please
contact Brenda Johnson, Office of Environmental Affairs Program, USGS, 423 National
Center, Reston, Virginia, 20192, telephone 703-648-6832.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely, .

Willie R. Taylor
Director, Office of Environmental
Policy and Compliance

cc:
Michael W. MacMullen

Airports Environmental Program Manager
Federal Aviation Administration

Chicago Airports District Office

2300 East Devon Avenue

Des Plaines, lllinois 60018

Response to Comments U.2.55 July 2005



This page was intentionally left blank.



	Back to Navigation Menu
	Back to Appendix U


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


